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A New Trustee Stock. 

Ir witt be seen from the notice we publish elsewhere that 
Mauritius 3} per cent. Inscribed Stock (1930-1955) has been 
placed among the trust investments authorized by the Trustee 
Act, 1893, subject to the restrictions contained in section 2 (2 
of that Act. We published ante, p. 29, a list of all the Coloni 
Stocks previously authorized as such investments. 


Topics. 


Contempt of Court. 

WE Have never ceased to protest against the re in 
modern times of the doctrine of contempt of court, and although 
we have fortunately at present judges in the Court of Appeal 
who resolutely decline to foster this growth, recent attempts have 
shewn how it might be develo under other circumstances. 
Whatever, therefore, may have been the motives which led to 
the bringing forward of a motion by an Irish member on the 
subject in the House of Commons this week, we cannot but 
rejoice that it was agreed to without adivision. The motion 
dealt with contempt of court both in England and Ireland, and 
was in the following terms: ‘‘ That the jurisdiction of judges in 
dealing with contempt of court is practically arbitrary and 
unlimited, and calls for the action of Parliament with a view to 
its definition and limitation.” Let us hope that the definition 
and limitation referred to will be speedily provided. 


The Land Registry. 
We are informed that at the annual meeting of the Land 
Law Reform Association, which took place on the 28th ult., and © 
was presided over by Sir Watrer Fosrer, M.P., the followin, 
resolution, moved by Mr. J. 8. Rusmnsrery, was carri 

unanimously : 


‘‘ That, having regard to the fact that the imperfections, yop ee 8 
tions, and dangers of the registration system have been so clearly 





pointed out and condemned by the judges in the recent cases of The 
Capital and Counties Bank v. Rhodes (1903), Attorney-General v. Odell 
(1905), and Marshali v. Robertson (1905), this meeting hereby records 
its opinion that an inquiry as to whether the registration system can 
be so improved as to be made a simple and workable one should be 


ordered by the Government,” 





and the meeting further resolved that a copy of the resolution 
23 
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should be sent to the Prime Minister. We should welcome an 

‘inquiry if we could be sure that it would be an exhaustive, 
ra: sew dl alg and impartial one, but experience of the methods 
of the Land Registry in the past leads us to doubt whether any 
investigation will be assented to which is not so arranged as to 
make the result a foregone conclusion ; and the above resolution 
appears to afford an opening for an inquiry aimed simply at the 
suggestions contained in Mr. Hanrr’s paper, on which we com- 
mented last week. 


Registration under the Money-lenders Act, 1900. 


Tux Court of Appeal have in Bonnard v. Dott (Times, 27th 
ult.) approved the result arrived at by Buoxtzy, J., in Victorian 
Daylesford Syndicate v. Dott (54 W. R. 231; 1905, 2 Ch. 624), 
that a money-lender within the meaning of the Act of 1900 who 
omits to register himself under the Act is debarred from enforcing 
any rights under the contract of loan. He must give up any 
securities he has, and he cannot recover the money which he has 
lent. In Bonnard v. Dott Kexewion, J., when the case was 
before him (53 W. R. 678), gave the plaintiff, who was the 
borrower, the relief which he claimed under the Act on the 
ground that the transaction was harsh and unconscionable, and 
he did not find it necessary to decide the question as to the 
result of the defendant not being registered. In the subsequent 
case of Victorian Daylesford Syndicate v. Dott (supra), Bucktxy, J., 
dealt with the point, and he held that the effect of section 2 of 
the Act, which requires a money-lender to register himself, and 
not to enter into any agreement of loan in the course of his 
business as a money-lender otherwise than in his registered 
name, is to render void a contract which contravenes the section. 
The same decision has been given by the Court of Appeal upon 
the appeal in Bonnard v. Dott, and it becomes of great import- 
ance that every person who lends money and can possibly fall 
within the Act should be registered. Upon this it is useful to 
refer to the judgment of Farwett, J., in Litchfield v. Dreyfus 
(Times, 24th ult.), where it was pointed out that the Act only 
applies where money is lent in the course of a business of 
money-lending. ‘‘I understand that to mean,” said the learned 
judge, ‘a man who is ready and willing to lend to all persons, 
assuming, of course, that they are otherwise eligible.” 


Dealing with Minors on Credit. 


WE Hap occasion last week to discuss certain difficulties in 
the recovery of the debts of married women which have been 
illustrated by the recent case of Paquin v. Beauclerk in the House 
of Lords. It appears from certain correspondence in the news- 

pers that the retail shopkeepers of London go farther, and are 

isposed to find fault with the law relating to their dealings with 
minors on credit. A firm of tradesmen complain that they sold 
dresses to a girl of sixteen or seventeen, knowing that her mother 
was a wealthy woman and believing that the daughter had her 
mother’s authority to make the purchase. The mother declined 
to pay, and the tradesmen had no remedy. This may be quite 
true, but we cannot see that it constitutes any ground for amend- 
ing our law. The shopkeeper who supplies goods to infants on 
credit incurs a certain risk which should warn him to put some 
reasonable limit upon his dealings with his juvenile customer. 
If this limit is observed, the risk is seldom greater than that 
which he incurs with persons of full age whom he allows to 
become indebted to him. The risk of insolvency is incident to 
all dealings on credit, and the risk that parents will refuse to 
pay for a reasonable supply of necessaries to their children is 
not appreciably greater. The tradesmen in the neighbourhood 
of our universities know the law tolerably well, and yet offer 
credit to the youngest student without the slightest hesitation. 
It may be that their prices enable them to provide an insurance 
fund against accidents, which, of course, happen now and then. 
We are accustomed to hear that it is impossible to insist that 
minors who can give no evidence of the authority of their 
parents or ians should conduct their dealings on a ready- 
money footing. It may be difficult, but we are unwilling to 
believe that it is impossible. 


Payment of Income Tax on Annuities. 


TE RECENT decision of Mr. Justice Swivrzn Eapy in Re 
Sharp, Ricketts v. Ricketts (22 T, L, R. 368) is of considerable 





interest. It has for the first time brought to light a new 
responsibility of trustees. The decision is that a trustee com. 
mits a breach of trust if he pays an annuity out of income 
taxed at its source without previously deducting an amount 
equivalent to the income tax. Of course, where the trustee 
pays an annuity out of untaxed income, he is liable to 
account to the Crown for the tax under section 24, sub- 
section 3, of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888. 
And now, as regards income taxed at its source, the court 
has held that the payment of an annuity out of such 
income, without first deducting the amount of the tax, is 
payment of an additional annuity—namely, the amount of 
the tax—and is a breach of trust. There seems to be 
no difference in principle between failure to deduct income tax 
and failure to claim a return of tax from the Crown where 
exemption is allowed, and, if this be so, it seems to us that there 
is no reason why a trustee should not be liable for a breach of 
trust if he fail to claim exemption. It would also seem to follow 
from the learned judge’s holding that non-deduction of the tax 
amounts to payment of an additional annuity, and that bene- 
ficiaries may have a right to adjustment of accounts as in other 
cases of overpayment of trust money: see Harris v. Harris (No. 
2) (29 Beav. 110) and Re Horne (1905, 1 Ch. 76). In the case 
of Re Sharp the hardship of the decision to the trustee was 
mitigated by the fact that he was able to rely on the Statute of 
Limitations, but cases might arise when this defence would not 
be available. The decision would appear to be equally applicable 
to directors of companies as to trustees, and will doubtless be of 
considerable interest to Income Tax Return Associations. 


Mr. Lincoln on the Payment of Lawyers. 


In an article in the Century Magazine on ‘“ Liancoxn, the 
Lawyer,” we find a statement of the theories of this remarkable 
man on the subject of the proper remuneration of lawyers. 
These theories may appear, at first sight, to be opposed to those 
which are adopted by the English bar, but it must be remem- 
bered that in the United States the profession of lawyer is not 
separated into the fraternities of barristers and solicitors. Mr. 
Lincoty wrote in his notes for a law lecture, ‘‘The matter of 
fees is important, far beyond the mere question of bread and 
butter involved. Properly attended to, fuller justice is done 
to both lawyer and client. An exorbitant fee should never 
be charged. As a general rule, never take your whole 
fee in advance, nor any more than a small retainer. 
When fully paid beforehand, you are more than a common 
mortal if you can feel the same interest in the case as if 
something was still in prospect for you as well as for your 
client.” In England we have two systems; the barrister’s fee 
is supposed to be paid in advance, while the solicitor’s bill 
of costs is not payable till the work is done. Many English 
barristers will think, after hearing all Mr. Lincotn’s arguments, 
that they would rather be paid in advance than give credit, and 
although the origin of prepayment at the English bar is 
supposed to be that the fee is a mere honorarium and cannot be 
recovered in a court of law, a reason which is barely sufficient 
at the present day, the custom appears to be firmly established. 
There are, however, cases where it is practically impossible to pay 
in advance, as in the case of refreshers, the prospect of which 
may excite the interest which is so clearly described by Mr. 
Linco. 


The Assizes Relief Act. 

ComPLAINTs HAVE been made from time to time of the 
unnecessary detention of persons committed for trial at the 
assizes or sessions before their cases are finally heard and 
determined. Several of the judges have joined in these com- 
plaints and the action of the late Lord Cotermpez and of Mr. 
Justice Hawkins, now Lord Brampton, was consiflered by many 
legal practitioners to be an interference with the working of the 
Assizes Relief Act, 1889. The Assizes Relief Act, 1889 (52 & 
53 Viet. c. 12) was intended to promote the dispatch of business 
by relieving the courts of assize from the trial of persons 
charged with offences triable at quarter sessions, and enacted 
that where persons were charged with indictable offences 
triable at quarter sessions, the persons bound over to prosecute 
and give evidence should be so bound over to attend for that 
purpose at the next practicable court of quarter sessions having 
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jurisdiction to try such person for such offence . . . and 
where the persons were so bound over, the person charged 
should betried at the quarter sessions, and a court of oyer and 
terminer or gaol delivery should not be required to deliver such 
rson from gaol unless a direction to the contrary was given by 
order of the High Court of Justice; the jurisdiction vested in 
the High Court to be exerciseable by any judge of the High 
Court. The learned judges to whom we have previously 
referred considered that they were justified in giving this 
direction, and in arranging for the trial of the accused persons 
at the assizes, which happened to be held before the next 
quarter sessions, simply for the purpose of shortening the 
riod of their detention in custody. This proceeding gave 
much dissatisfaction, and itis at least doubtful whether it was 
in accordance with the intentions of the Act. The detention in 
gaol of persons accused of indictable offences may occasionally 
involve hardship, and it may be urged that in many cases it is 
not required for the purpose of securing their attendance at their 
trial. But it must be remembered that in numerous cases they 
belong to the criminal classes, or are of evil repute, and follow 
no regular employment, and that it is occasionally necessary to 
rotect the witnesses from being molested by them. It may be 
added that, in a large proportion of the cases which are tried, 
the prisoner is convicted, and that it is usual to take the 
period of his detention into account in considering the period of 
imprisonment to which he is sentenced. 


The Married Women’s Property Bill. 

Tue BatoH of Conveyancing Bills which have been prepared 
on the instructions of the Council of the Law Society, and intro- 
duced in the House of Lords by Lord Davey, includes a Bill to 
amend the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. The first 
clause repeats the proposal made in recent sessions to effectuate 
conveyances made by married women of trust property. The 
Act of 1882, by section 18, expressly conferred upon a married 
woman trustee the power to deal as a feme sole with certain 
classes of personal property, and hence it was held by Norra, J., in 
Re Harkness and Alisopp’s Contract(44 W. R. 683 ; 1896, 2 Ch.358) 
that such power was excluded in the case of other property, and 
since that decision a married woman trustee has not been able to 
convey freehold or leasehold trust property save by acknowledged 
deed and with the concurrence of her husband, unless indeed she 
has become a bare trustee. But the same rule does not apply 
toa married woman mortgagee, where the advance has been 
made out of her separate estate, and she can convey the mort- 
gaged property as a feme sole: Re Brooke and Fremlin’s Contract 
(46 W. R. 442; 1898, 1 Ch. 647). There is an additional 
complication where the married woman trustee is also mort- 
gagee (see Re Howgate and Osborn’s Cofftract, 1902, 1 Ch. 451), 
but it is not necessary to elaborate the matter. The Bill pro- 
poses to put an end to these useless subtleties by enacting that 
a married woman may, without her husband, dispose of real 
and personal property held by her as trustee or personal repre- 
sentative as if she were a feme sole. Clause 2 aims at removing 
an injustice which may arise under section 19 of the Act of 
1882. That section excludes from the Act altogether 
settlements made before or after marriage, and hence it 
is possible for a husband to settle his wife’s property without 
reference to her wishes, and to deprive her of the benefit of 
separate ownership which the Act purports to confer upon her. 
The mere settlement by the husband would be binding on the 
property if the Act of 1882 had not passed, and hence, by virtue 
of section 19, it takes the wife’s property out of her control : 
Hancock v. Hancock (30 W. R. 417, 88 Ch. D. 78), Stevens v. 
Trevor-Garrick (41 W. R. 412; 1893, 2 Ch. 307), Buckland v. 
Buckland (48 W. R. 637; 1900, 2 Ch. 534), Clause 2 proposes 
to avoid this by providing that a settlement made by the husband 
respecting the wife’s property shall not be valid unless it is 
executed by her if she is of full age, or confirmed by her after 
she attains full age, or unless she dies an infant. Clause 3 is 
intended to remove the doubt whether a married woman can 
alone be protector of a settlement in respect of a life estate 
which is her separate property under the Act of 1882. 


Slander in a Court of Justice. 
In An action for slander tried a few days ago, the jury found 
a verdict for the defendant; a verdict which most persons will 





regard as a proper conclusion of the action, though the conduct 
of the defendant was certainly — to criticism. The facts 
were rather peculiar. The plaintiff w: 

Croydon County Court as an expert witness in an action in which 
the defendant was interested, and the defendant, who was sitting 
in court, was alleged to have uttered the defamatory words in 
question, which were to the effect that the plaintiff was a liar 
and had committed perjury. The jury returned a verdict for 
the defendant, remarking that it was a case that never ought to 
have been brought into court, though they were of opinion that 
the defendants’ words were rather strong for the occasion. It is 
well settled that an action cannot be brought for-damages for 
defamatory words spoken by a witness in the box relevant to 
the litigation. The words were relevant to the litigation, 
but they were not spoken in the witness-box. Again, 
assuming that the plaintiff's version of what the defendant said 
was true, he was guilty of misbehaviour in court, and might have 
been called to order by the judge for contempt. It was not 
shewn, however, that the judge had interfered in the proceed- 
ings, and though the defendant had not the privilege of a witness 
in the box, he might have successfully claimed it if he had 
tendered himself as a witness, and, after being sworn, had 
spoken the words in question. Auyone who is familiar with the 
trial of cases in the inferior courts can bear testimony to the 
fact that defamatory words are often enough spoken by witnesses 
and spectators in and out of the witness-box. To make such 
words the subject of an action in the High Court would tend to 
bring its procedure into ridicule. 


Improvements Under the Settled Land Acts. 


Ir 1s somewhat singular that, until the decision of Wanrrina- 
ton, J., in Re The Earl of Egmont’s Settled Estates (Times, 4th 
inst.) this week, there should apparently have been no judicial 
pronouncement upon the matters which are proper to be taken 
into account by the trustees of a settlement when they are 
asked to approve of a scheme for the application of capital 
moneys in the improvement of settled land. The improvements 
authorized by the Settled Land Act, 1882, are enumerated in 
section 25, and section 26 provides that, where the tenant for 
life is desirous that capital money shall be applied for any such 
improvement, “he shall submit for approval to the trustees of 
the settlement or to the court, as the case may require, a 
scheme for the execution of the improvement, shewing the 
proposed expenditure thereon.” In the present case several 
schemes had alxeady been submitted by the tenant for life, and 
had, apparently, been approved by the trustees, and upon the 
present application they desired the guidance of the court as to 
whether in approving a further scheme they could take into 
consideration (a) the number of previous schemes and the amount 
of capital expended thereon, (4) the connection between the 
various schemes, or the general policy which was being pursued 
by the tenant for life in improving the property, (c) the pro- 
portion between the cost of the proposed improvements and the 
probable increased annual value of the estate, and (d) the 
amount of capital moneys in their hands, and the relation 
between this amount and the value of the estate. If the trustees 
were the owners of the estate, or in the position of owners, all these 
matters would naturally be taken into consideration, but the Act 
does not put them into the position of owners, nor does it confer 
upon them the duty of taking this extended view. Under section 26 
their duty, so Warrrneton, J., held, is confined to seeing that the 
improvement proposed is an improvement authorized by the 
Act. Further, they must satisfy themselves that the tenant for 
life is performing his general duty under section 53, and is 
having regard to the interests of all the beneficiaries, and is 
acting as a trustee for them should act. Applying this test, the 
learned judge held that the general policy of the tenant for life 
in the improvements which he might pro was not a matter 
with which the trustees were concerned. They had only to 
consider the particular scheme pro , and as to that they had 
to satisfy themselves (1) that the improvement was within 
section 25, or within the list of improvements y 
authorized by the settlement; and (2) that the tenant for life 
was acting bond fide and on competent advice as to the improve- 
ment — the amount to be expended thereon, and the 
method of execution thereof, 
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PersonaPService of Orders Prior to Attachment. 


- “« Bvery subsEor,” said Bowen, L.J., in Re Hvans (9 T. L. R. 
109), “ has a right to say that he ought not to be put in prison 
unless every iota of the rules has been satisfied.” One of the 
best known of these rules is that when an application is made 
to attach a person for disobedience to the order of the court 

rsonal service of the order shall have been effected. In Hyde 
v. Hyde (36 W. R. 708, 18 P. D. 166) Oorroy, L.J., while 
admitting this to be the general rule as to orders for sequestra- 
tion and attachment, observed that there were exceptions: ‘If 
it were proved, for instance, that the person was actually in 
court at the time the order was made, service would be unneces- 
sary in order to obtain process for contempt, and personal 
service is also dispensed with if it is shewn that the 
reason why there has been no personal service is that 
the person to be served has evaded service.” An instance 
of the latter-exception occurred in Kistler v. Tottmar (53 W. R. 
280 ; 1905, 1 K. B. 39), where the Court of Appeal dispensed with 
personal service on the ground that thedefendant knew of theorder 
and evaded service. But it has been held in Re Tuck (Times, 4th 
inst.) this week that the allowance by Corton, L.J., of the first 
exception was erroneous. The fact that the defendant is present 
in court when the order is made involves that he has notice of 
the order, but it involves nothing more, and if it were sufficient to 
prove that the defendant had knowledge of the order, then it 
would be unnecessary to add the circumstance that he was 
evading service. One reason for requiring service, even though 
the defendant knows that the order has been made, is that he 
may have before him the memorandum which is indorsed on the 
order under R. 8. C. ord. 41, r. 5, and which states the conse- 
quence of disobedience to it. Accordingly in Re Tuck the Court 
of Appeal held that the order required to be served personally on 
the defendant, notwithstanding that he was present in court 
when it was made, and even though he himself initialled the 
indorsement on counsel’s brief. Hence an order for sequestration 
founded on disobedience to the order—which was for payment of 
money into court—was irregular for want of personal service of 
the order, and was set aside. 


The Watts Fresco in Lincoln’s-inn. 


NEARLY TWO years ago a correspondent drew attention in our 
columns to letters received from Mr. G. F. Warts, R.A., con- 
cerning his fresco entitled ‘A Hemicycle of Law-givers,” which 
decorates the north wall of the Lincoln’s-inn Hall. The 
suggestion then received a good deal of friendly support, that 
an effort might be made to carry out the artist’s own desire for 
a competent copy of the work on a reduced scale, while many 
members of the profession, particularly in Lincoln’s-inn, 
expressed a wish to obtain a small reproduction of this tribute 
of Art to the dignity of the Law. Shortly after the death of 
the artist in July, 1904, the treasurer and benchers of 
Lincoln’s-inn shewed their appreciation of the great work which 
is in their keeping by commissioning an artist, Mr. Nrexp M. 
Lunp, a former gold medallist of the Paris Salon, to execute 
such a copy, and this was done during the Long Vacation of 
1905. The difficulty of the work was considerable, for the 
fresco, which measures 45 by 40 feet, and only begins some 
15 feet from the floor above the panelling of the hall, required 
bright sunlight to be seen by day; it may, in passing, be 
mentioned that at night the rich colouring and scheme 
of the composition are now finely illuminated by a 
fresh disposition of the electric pendants with reflectors. 
A full account of the work, which contains as good a collotype 
reproduction of the original as photography can obtain, appears 
in the April number of the Burlington Magazine. If the reduced 
copy of it which has been made can be hung, as suggested, in 
the bar library of the Royal Courts of Justice, it will not only 
fulfil the dead painter’s wish, but in a busy centre of the 
practice of the law will serve as a reminder of ‘‘the storied 
past” from which the law derives much of its sanction. The 
original, though less accessible and difficult to see except under 
the most favourable conditions, will remain one of the chief art 
treasures of London, none the less because there are portrayed 
in it anumber of his famous contemporaries like Lord Lawrenoz, 
Vernon Harcovrt, Cuartzs Nzwron, James Sreppina, 





of this very work that the faith he had in the justice of time 
would console him for the slight appreciation which it then 
received. Time is already, if slowly, making reparation. 


The Licences Compensation Rate and Tenants 
for Life. 

THE rposition under section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1904, 
of a compensation rate on licences which are renewed in any 
year is, as recent correspondence in our columns has shewn, 
likely to produce some interesting questions, but no great 
doubt seems to attach to the point which was raised before 
Swinren Eapy, J., in Re Smith, Smith v. Dodsworth (reported 
elsewhere). A testator who was entitled to three licensed houses 
gave his residuary personal estate and all his real estate to 
trustees upon trust (inter alia) to pay his wife an annuity of 
£200 out of the income of the trust estate. The property prior 
to 1905 was only just enough to provide for this income. In 
that year the Licensing Act came into force and a compensation 
rate was levied on the three houses. Under section 3 the licence- 
holders were required to pay the rate together with the duties 
on their excise licences, and they had the right to make a 
deduction from their rents in accordance with the scale in the 
second schedule to the Act. The deductions amounted together 
to £23 18s. 4d., and, when this had been done, the remaining 
income of the trust estate was not sufficient to provide the 
annuity of £200. The widow claimed that she was entitled 
to have the deficiency made good out of corpus, but there 
seems to be no ground for treating the deductions made by 
the tenants under the statute as other than annual outgoings to 
be charged against income of the trust estate. The contention 
on the part of the widow was apparently based on the theory 
that the deductions were a charge on capital, and that she was 
entitled to have the rents made up to the full amount at the 
expense of capital. This, however, Swrvren Eapy, J., held was 
not in accordance with the nature of the compensation rate, a 
portion of which was imposed on the landlord. ‘It is,” he 
said, “‘ much more in the nature of an annual charge, and if the 
argument is well founded that it is to be regarded as a premium 
paid for insurance, then it is much more proper to be regarded 
as an annual outgoing than as a charge to be raised and paid 
out of capital.”” The loss consequently fell upon the annuitant. 








The Conveyancing and Settled 
Land Bills. 


Lorp Davey has introduced in the House of Lords two Bills 
dealing with conveyancing—one to amend the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, and the other to amend the Settled Land Act, 1882— 
which have been prepared on instructions of the Council of the 
Law Society. The memorandum prefixed to the Conveyancing 
Bill states that no new principle is involved in the Bill as a 
whole, and that it merely supplements or explains the amend- 
ments or principles introduced by the Conveyancing Act. In 
other words, the promoters of the Bill do not attempt any radical 
interference with the existing system of private conveyancing, 
but they carry further the simplifications in the practical work- 
ing of the system which have Som effected by the Act of 1881 
and the amending statutes. 


The Bill commences with an amendment of section 5 of the 
Act of 1881, which is intended to facilitate the discharge of 
incumbrances under that section. The court is to be at liberty 
to dispense with service on any purchaser or vendor, and hence, 
when an incumbered estate is being sold in lots, the expense of 
serving each purchaser with notice of the proéeedings will be 
avoided. And clause 2 is designed to meet the technical diffi- 
culty that the grantee of a reversion upon a lease cannot take 
advantage of a forfeiture incurred before the conveyance to him- 
self. A right of entry for a condition broken is not assignable 
at common law, and was not made assignable by section 6 of 
the Real Property Act, 1845, which referred only to a right of 
entry in an owner kept out of possession: Hunt v. Remnant 
(9 Ex. 635). The clause extends section 10 of the Act of 1881 
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breach of any covenant or condition in a lease may be 
enforced by the person entitled, subject to the term, to the 
income of the land, although such person became entitled 
after the condition of re-entry or forfeiture had become enforce- 
able. Quite recently the decision in Robbins v. Whyte (54 W. R. 
105; 1906, 1 K. B. 125) has disclosed a serious defect in the 

wers of a mortgagor in possession as to leasing. Section 18 
of the Act of 1881 confers upon him ample powers of granting 
leases, but the possibility of his requiring to acc-pt a surrender 
was overlooked ; and a surrender, to be effectual, must be made 
to the mortgagee. Clause 3 proposes to confer-on the mort- 
gagor and mortgagee respectively, while in possession, power to 
accept surrenders, but the mortgagor must first serve notice on 
each incumbrancer, and the mortgagee must serve notice on 
every person whose consent to the surrender would, apart from 
this provision, be necessary. Clause 4 introduces a useful 
extension of a mortgagee’s statutory power of sale. In 
Born v. Turner (48 W. R. 697; 1900, 2 Ch. 211) it was 
held that a mortgagee can sell part of the property with 
an implied right of light over the part remaining unsold. 
But a mortgagee has no general power upon a sale to impose or 
grant the special restrictions or rights which may be necessary 
to realize the full value of the security. Clause 4 confers such 
a power by enabling the mortgagee to impose restrictions upon 
either the unsold part of the land or on the sold part, and to sell 
the land with or without a grant or reservation of easements, 
and with or without an exception or reservation of mines and 
minerals and of incidental rights. 

Clause 6 is intended to make it clear that the powers and 
remedies conferred by section 44 of the Act of 1881 for recovery 
of a rent-charge are not subject to the rule against perpetuities ; 
and clause 7 removes the difficulty caused by Re Walker and 
Oakshott’s Contract (50 W. R. 41; 1901, 2 Ch. 383). That case 
decided that a trustee selling leaseholds in lots could not make 
use of the usual scheme under which one or more of the lots 
are subdemised. This power it is now proposed expressly to 
confer on trustees for sale. ‘‘Any lot may, without prejudice 
to any restriction against alienation contained in the lease, be 
subdemised to a purchaser at a rent (nominal or otherwise) 
fixed at the time of sale, and subject to such covenants and 
conditions as may be deemed proper.” And the same power is 
extended to tenants for life and mortgagees who are exercising 
a power of sale. Clause 9 is intended to shorten the common 
form in use for conferring powers on trustees by enacting that 
until the appointment of a new trustee the trusts shall be exer- 
ciseable by the personal representatives of the last trustee. 

Where a mortgage, which is held as trust property, is fore- 
closed, or where the trustees enter and agquire an absolute title 
under the Statute of Limitations, they may have the land vested 
in them without any power of sale. Clause 10 enacts 
that, under such circumstances the trustees shall hold the 
land on trust for sale, but with power to postpone a sale for such 
a period as may be thought proper. Where in a personalty 
settlement power is given to purchase land or ground-rents the 
convenient practice is to direct that such property shall be held 
on trust for sale. But sometimes this is omitted, and clause 11 
proposes to supply the omission by enacting that ‘‘ such land 
shall, unless the settlement otherwise provides, be held by the 
trustees on trust for sale, with power to postpone the sale” ; 
and it is also provided that where land has become subject to a 
trust for sale, a purchaser may, unless the land has been con- 
veyed to or by the direction of the beneficiaries, assume 
that the trust for sale is subsisting. This is in effect 
an affirmation of Re Tweedie and Miles (33 W. R. 381, 27 
Oh. D. 315). Clause 12 proposes an important change with 
respect to indorsement of deeds where part of the property 
comprised in a title is sold. If the deeds are retained by the 
vendor the proper course is to indorse upon one of them a memo- 
randum of the fact of the sale so that the deeds retained shall 
not be made the pretext for a further dealing with the land; but 
this cannot always be insisted on. It is now proposed that a 
purchaser of part of land held under a common title may, 
notwithstanding any stipulation to the contrary, require that such a 
memorandum shall be annexed to, or, with the consent of the 
vendor, indorsed on one of the retained documents to be selected 
by the purchaser. 


A very important extension of the power of selling land held 
in undivided shares is proposed by clause 13. In cases where | 
the value of the land, including any buildings and timber thereon, 
does not exceed £2,000, any one or more of the co-owners are to 
be able to apply to the court for the appointment of trustees who 
will hold in trust to sell the land, but with power to postpone 
the sale for such period as may be thought proper ; and a right 
to partition is to carry the right to such appointment, unless the 
court, for special reason, refuses to make the order. On any such 
application the court is to have power to direct or dispense with 
service of notice on such persons as it thinks proper. Thus, 
after the appointment of trustees, the further proceedings would 
take place out of court and the dealing with small properties held 
in co-ownership would be very much facilitated. And a 
relaxation of the ordinary process for sale in court is proposed by 
clause 14, which empowers the court, where a case for sale 
under the Partition Act, 1868, has arisen, to direct a sale either 
before or after judgment, and although all the persons interested 
are not ascertained or served with notice. The Bill also 
provides, by clause 15, that a statement in an instrament 
appointing a new trustee of the facts which form the ground 
for the appointment—as that a trustee has remained out 
of the United Kingdom for more than twelve months— 
shall, in favour of a purchaser for value, be sufficient evidence of 
the fact; and by clause 16, that executors who have proved 
shall have power to sell under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, 
without the concurrence of those who have not proved, thus 
overruling Re Pawley (48 W. R. 107; 1900, 1 Ch. 58). Clause 
17 is intended to stop the objectionable practice which has 
grown up in Cornwall and other age of the West of England 
of binding a purchaser to employ the vendor’s solicitor, and 
clause 18 removes the doubt whether a 10s. stamp on a 
transfer of a mortgage, where the ad valorem stamp would exceed 
that sum, gives notice of a trust. 

Turning to the Settled Land Bill, the most important changes 
which are proposed relate to the exercise of the statutory powers 
of a tenant for life and to the difficulties which have arisen 
in practice with regard to the exercise of the powers under 
compound settlements. It frequently happens that an estate 
which has been settled so as to be subject to successive interests, 
and also to family charges, becomes vested in a tenant in fee 
subject only to the charges. It was considered in Re Mundy and 
Roper’s Contract (47 W. R. 226 ;. 1899, 1 Ch. 275) that it would 
under such circumstances continue to be a settled estate, and 
clause 4, by sub-clause 1, confirms this rule, while sub-clause 2 
carries the principle to its logical conclusion by enabling the 
owner in fee to exercise the powers of a tenant for life and sell 
the land free from the charges. Clause 6 removes the doubt 
raised by Vine v. Raleigh (44 W. R. 169; 1896, 1 Ch., p. 41), and 
declares that section 58 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, shall, in 
accordance with section 2 (5), confer the statutory powers only 
on persons who are beneficially entitled to an estate in the 
settled land in possession; and clause 8 proposes to meet the 
various cases in which there is no person who has the powers of 
a tenant for life, by providing that the trustees of the settlement 
shall have these powers. 

Conveyancers are familiar with the questions which have 
arisen uader the Settled Land Acts with reference to compound 
settlements, and the numerous cases which have come before the 
courts. A compound settlement may exist where the limitations 
of an original settlement are varied by a resettlement, or where, 
after estate A has been settled by deed or will, estate B is, by a 
subsequent instrument, directed to be held upon the same trusts 
as estate A. Compound settlements of the former kind are dealt 
with by the first three sub-clauses of clause 9. The point is 
whether for the exercise of the statutory powers there must be 
trustees of the compound settlement, or whether it is sufficient 
that there are trustees of either settlement separately. The 
decision of Farwett, J., in Re Cornwallis- West and Munro's 
Contract (51 W. R. 602; 1903, 2 Ch. 150), that where the powers 
of a tenant for life uader the original settlement are restored by 
the resettlement, he cannot sell under the resettlement, and 
that therefore trustees of the compound settlement must be 
appointed, even as explained in Re Lord Wimborne and Browne 

1904, 1 Ch. 537), came as a surprise to the profession. 








t is proposed now to put the law on a satisfactory basis and to 
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avoid the necessity of special applications for the appointment 
- of trustees of compound settlements. Sub-clause 1 provides in 
effect that the trustees of the resettlement shall be trustees 
of the compound settlement, and sub-clause 2 provides 
that where upona resettlement the powers of the tenant 
for life are restored, he shall continue to have such powers 
under the original settlement; and sub-clause 3 meets the 
case of Re Cornwallis-West and Munro by empowering the 
tenant for life under such circumstances to exercise his powers 
under the resettlement. The case of compound settlements 
of the second class is dealt with by sub-clause 4, and it is 
provided that where settlement B takes effect by reference 
to settlement A, it shall be sufficient, for the purposes of 
the Settled Land Acts, if there are trustees of settlement A, 
and such trustees shall be the trustees of the compound 
settlement. This meets the case of Re Coull’s Settled 
Estates (53 W. R. 504; 1905, 1 Ch. 712), and avoids the 
necessity for the special appointment of trustees of the com- 
pound settlement. 


We have by no means covered the various amendments pro- 
posed in the Settled Land Acts, but this statement of the effect 
of the Conveyancing and Settled Land Bills will shew that their 

romoters have made a very serious effort to remove the 
ifficulties in conveyancing which have been disclosed in 
ractice. This, of course, is the most effective way of maintain- 
ing the superiority of private over official conveyancing, and we 
hope the Bills, which are in no sense contentious, will make 


speedy progress. 


“Without Prejudice.” 


Famrii4k as the above words must be to every member of the 
legal profession, it may yet be doubted whether there generally 
exists a true appreciation of the consequences that attach to 
the use of them. When regard is had to the constant 
recurrence of the phrase in everyday practice (especially in a 
correspondence concerning some proposed compromise of matters 
in dispute between opposing parties, whether prior to or during 
the subsistence of litigation), the desirability of an accurate 
knowledge of the effects produced becomes apparent. The 
writer has accordingly endeavoured to collect, as far as possible, 
all the reported cases in which the phrase has been the subject 
of judicial « comment or decision, and it will be seen that there 
has not been by any means a concurrence of opinion on the 
subject. 

Almost the earliest case in which the protection afforded by 
the words “without prejudice’”’ was discussed was Paddock v. 
Forrester (3 Scott N. R. 715), where Trvpat, C.J., in refusing to 
admit certain letters written ‘‘ without prejudice” and submitted 
as evidence of a demand for compensation, said: “It is of great 
consequence that parties should be unfettered by correspondence 
entered into upon the express understanding that it is to be 
‘without prejudice’; and it would be hard indeed to hold that 
a letter which is stated to be written ‘ without prejudice’ is 
admissible in evidence, because the same terms are not adopted 
in the reply. When used in the letter containing the offer, the 
words ‘ without prejudice ’ must cover the whole correspondence.” 
Thus the principle was laid down that letters written “without 
prejudice ” must not be used to the damage of the writer, and 
that a reply to an offer so couched is covered by this protection. 
This view was followed in the case of Hoghton v. Hoghton (15 
Beav. 278), and again in Jones v. Fovall (15 Beav. 396), though 
it appeared in the latter case that different views had at other 
times prevailed, if one may judge from the following words of 
Romumuy, M.R.: “In my opinion such letters and offers are 
admissible for one purpose only—namely, to shew that an 
attempt has been made to compromise the suit, which may some- 
times be necessary, as, for instance, in order to account for the 
lapse of time, but never for the purpose of fixing the person 
making them with any admission contained in such letters; and 
I shall do all I can to discourage this modern, and, as I think, 
most injurious practice.” 

It was when the question of costs came to be considered that 








this article relates was subject toinroad on the part of judicial 
authority. In Williams v. Thomas (2 Dr. & Sm. 29) KinpERsxzy, 
V.C., admitted a letter written by the defendant’s solicitor “‘ with. 
out prejudice ” suggesting a compromise, and owing solely to the 
proposal so made, the learned judge ordered the plaintiff to pay the 
costs. ‘“‘ He did not think it at all followed that if a person wrote a 
letter ‘ without prejudice’ it was not competent for him to use 
it, although it could not be used against him.” And Woon, 
V.C., in another case adopted the same course in similar circum- 
stances, saying that ‘‘When a party has exhibited what he 
considers reasonable terms on a treaty ‘ without prejudice,’ his 
course is quite evident and why headopts it. It is as if he were 
to say ‘I send you a proposal, and expect your answer, and shall 
make use of your answer with a view to costs’”: Woodward y., 
Eastern Counties Railway (1 Jur. N. 8. 899). 

In this state of the authorities, the matter came before the 
Court of Appeal in 1889, again under exactly similar circum- 
stances involving a question of costs, where HuppiEsrong, B., 
had deprived the plaintiff of costs after reading letters written 
with the same reservation. The Court allowed the appeal, and 
the following passage from the judgment delivered by Esuxr, 
M.R., is cited as shewing the principles now laid down by binding 
authority as applicable to the case. “It is, I think, a good rule 
to say that nothing which is written or said ‘ without prejudice’ 
should be looked at without the consent of doth parties, otherwise 
the whole object of the limitation would be destroyed”: Walker v. 
Wilsher (23 Q. B. D. 835). It may be mentioned that Woodward 
v. Eastern Counties Railway was not cited, and it was wrongly 
stated that Williams v. Thomas was the only authority for the 
admission of the evidence in question. 

Again, the question whether a letter written “‘ without pre- 

judice” could be used as an acknowledgment to take a debt out 
of the Statute of Limitations was decided in the negative in the 
first case in point of time in which (so far as the writer has been 
able to ascertain) the phrase in question has been discussed : Cory 
v. Breton (4C. & P. 462). And the question was similarly decided 
in Re River Steamer Co. (L. R. 6 Ch. App. 831), though Cory v. 
Breton was not cited. 
A very curious point with reference to the use of the phrase 
arose in Kurtz § Co. v. Spence & Sons (59 L. J. Ch. 238), which 
was an action, under section 32 of the Patents Act, 1883, in 
respect of threats of action being taken on refusal of certain 
terms offered in letters and conversations which contained the 
threats in question, and were expressed to be ‘‘ without prejudice.” 
Kexewica, J., held that, notwithstanding this fact, such letters 
and conversations were admissible as evidence of the threats. 
His judgment contains so admirable a summing up of the 
principles applicable that it is ventured to set out om extenso the 
following passage: ‘‘These letters and these interviews were 
‘without prejudice.’ What I understand by that—I shall not 
attempt to define the words ‘ without prejudice ’"—what I under- 
stand by negotiation ‘without prejudice’ is this: The plaintiff or 
defendant—a party litigant—may say to his opponent: ‘Now 
you and I are likely to be engaged in severe warfare ; if that 
warfare proceeds, you understand that I shall take every advan- 
tage of you that the game of war permits; you must expect no 
mercy, and I shall ask for none; but, before bloodshed, let us 
discuss the matter and let us agree that, for the purpose of this 
discussion, we will be more or less frank ; we will try to come to 
terms, and nothing that each of us says shall ever be used 
against the other so as to interfere with our rights at war, if, 
unfortunately, war results.’ This is what I understand to be 
the meaning, not the definition, of ‘ without prejudice.’ But if 
when those parties meet, one of them says to the other, ‘ Now 
we are going to meet and discuss this with a view to an amicable 
settlement, but I tell you frankly, with a view to induce an 
amicable settlement, that I do mean to take legal proceedings if 
we cannot settle; I mean to insist upon my rights if unfortunately 
we cannot agree to terms’; it would be far from consonant with 
justice if I shut out that threat and say that it is not a threat 
within section 32, soas to enable the person against whom the 
threat is made to bring an action to restrain the continuance of 
it. I think that would be stretching ‘ without prejudice’ too 
far, and in fact giving it a meaning which it was never intended 
to bear.” 








the sacredness of the privacy created by the phrase to which 
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consider the effect of the words. In the case of Re Daintry, Hx 
parte Holt (1893, 2 Q. B. 116) a petition in bankruptcy had been 
presented, the act of bankruptcy on which it was founded being 
notice by the debtor that he had suspended, or was about to 
suspend, payment of his debts. This announcement was con- 
tained in a letter written ‘‘ without prejudice.” It was urged that 
this letter was inadmissible to prove theact of bankruptcy, and this 
contention prevailed before the learned registrar, who dismissed 
the petition for want of proof of the act alleged. On appeal, the 
court reversed the registrar’s decision on the grounds shortly set 
out by Vaucuan Witte, L.J., who thus stated the-views of 
the court: ‘In our opinion the rule which excludes documents 
marked ‘without prejudice’ has no application unless some 
person is in dispute or negotiation with another, and terms are 
offered for the settlement of the dispute or negotiation. . 
Moreover, we think the rule has no application to a document 
which in its nature may prejudice the person to whom it is 

o 8 It seems to us that notice of an act of bank- 
ruptey cannot be given ‘without prejudice,’ because the docu- 
ment in question is one which from its nature might prejudicially 
affect the recipient, whether or not he accepted the terms offered 
thereby.” 

But while the fullest effect possible will be given to the pro- 
tection intended to be created, yet this must not be carried to 
an absurdity, and there are circumstances in which letters may, 
and will, be looked at despite the presence of the words “ without 
prejudice.” In the course of the arguments before the Court 
of Appeal in Grace v. Baynton (21 Soxicrrors’ Journat 631) 
James, L.J., took occasion to say that he thought he had on 
several occasions expressed himself too strongly with regard to 
impropriety of using against a party to a litigation letters which 
had been written by him or on his behalf ‘‘ without prejudice.” 
He thought that the rule that such letters could not be used 
applied in strictness only to letters written with a view to a 
compromise or settlement of the matter in dispute. Such letters 
could not be used so as to prejudice the right of the party on 
whose behalf they were written to insist on his original demand. 
But if a man chose to write a letter saying ‘‘ Pay me £10, orI 
will charge you with a felony, but this is without prejudice,” 
—_ was no reason why such a letter should not be used against 


The above decision concludes the writer’s list of cases in point, 
with one exception, to which reference may be made for the 
sake of completeness. In Morley v. Cook (2 Hare 115) it was 
laid down that a vendor who corresponded with a purchaser 
with a view to meeting the latter’s objection to the title, thereby 
waived his, the vendor’s, right to rescind under the rescission 
clause as then drawn. Wicram, V.O., in bis judgment, said 
that he was not prepared to say that a skilful practitioner might 
not in all cases, by the addition of a few words in his answer to 
requisitions on title, such, for instance, as ‘‘ without prejudice,” 
obviate the effect of the rule laid down. 

Accordingly the principles to be deduced from the authorities 
may be summed up as follows: 

(1) That a letter, written “‘ without prejudice,” containing an 
offer, must not be looked at at all to the prejudice of the writer, 
80 far as the actual offer is concerned, but not so as to prevent 
the letter being admissible as evidence in certain other respects 
only incidental to, but not actually connected with, that offer, 
48, ¢.g., for the purposes of bankruptcy proceedings. 

(2) That when the offer is expressed to be made “ without 
predjudice,” the protection thereby afforded extends to the 
reply, whether so expressed or not, and to the whole corre- 
spondence concerning that compromise. 

©) That letters covered by this protection are not to be 
looked at without the consent of both parties, or, in other words, 
& person may not, as it has been expressed, and as appears to 
be often thought, “ waive his own prejudice.” If an offer be 
made “without prejudice,” and the person to whom it is 
addressed refuse it, and in his letter of refusal makes another 
Proposal for a compromise, the reply being made without any 
reservation, it would seem that this letter would be admissible 
a8 evidence of the counter-proposal, but must not be noticed so 
ar as the original offer is concerned. 

Reference may, in conclusion, be made to the fact that it has 
me @ hard-and-fast rule (if experience in practice counts for 
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anything) with a very large number of practitioners to insert the 
words “ without prejudice” in every letter they write in any way 
suggesting or referring to an attempt to compromise a dispute in 
which their clients are concerned, and this however reasonable 
and proper may be the offer that is made on their client’s behalf. 
The folly of such an unreasoning course only becomes apparent 
later on, when the question at issue comes on for trial, and it 
may be important to shew that one , at any rate, did all 
that a reasonable man could do to avoid litigation. Doubtless 
many members of the bar have had occasion to say to their 
clients, ‘‘ Why did you write that letter ‘without prejudice’ ? 
It would have been most useful if we could have read it.” 
Probably most solicitors would answer that their client might be 
prejudiced by the publication at the trial of an offer to take less 
than his legal claim ; but it is at least doubtful whether anyone 
will suffer damage through the knowledge of either judge or 
jury that he has done his best to keep out of court. 
H. ©. M. 
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Palmer’s Company Precedents. 


CoMPANY PRECEDENTS FOR USE IN RELATION TO COMPANIES 
SUBJECT TO THE COMPANIES AcTs, 1862 To 1900. Parr 
I.: ARRANGED AS FoLLOws — PROMOTERS, PROSPECTUSES, 
UNDERWRITING, AGREEMENTS, MEMORANDA AND ARTICLES 
OF ASSOCIATION, PRIVATE COMPANIES, EMPLOYES’ BENE- 
Fits, Norices, RESOLUTIONS, CERTIFICATES, POWERS OF 
ATTORNEY, BANKING AND ADVANCE SECURITIES, PETITIONS, 
Writs, PLEADINGS, JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS, RECONSTRUCTION, 
AMALGAMATION, SPECIAL AcTs. WITH Copious NoTEs, AND AN 
APPENDIX CONTAINING Acts AND RuieEs. Part III.: DEeBen- 
TURES AND DEBENTURE STOCK, INCLUDING DEBENTURES, TRUST 
Dergps, Srock CERTIFICATES, RESOLUTIONS, PROSPECTUSES, 
Writs, PLEADINGS, JUDGMENTS, ORDERS, RECEIVERSHIPS, 
Notices, MiIscELLANEOUS. WirH Copious Nores. NINTH 
Epition. By Francis BEAUFORT PatMER, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Although the present edition of Part I. of Mr. Palmer’s book appears 
to have been carefully revised so as to include the recent decisions, it 
contains only a few more pages than the last edition. There has, of 
course, been no such important legislation as that which necessitated 
so large an addition to the thickness of the volume four years ago, but 
still the incorporation of four years’ cases on this wide subject involves a 
considerable space, and it is creditable to the author’s ingenuity that the 
bulk should have been so well kept down. If it should hereafter have to 
be increased, separation into two volumes will become almost inevitable. 
It is needless to describe to our readers the contents of the books; 
there must be few of them who have not had occasion to resort to it. 
A more complete guide in conveyancing matters relating to companies 
could hardly be imagined. There are only one or two small practical 
suggestions which we should liketomake, The first is that the list of 
object clauses at p. 416 would be moreconveniently given on coloured 
paper, similar to that on which the Alphabetical Synopsis is printed. 
At present it is not easy to find one’s way to the list. A similar list 
pretixed to the portion of the book containing precedents of articles 
of association, containing the general groups or headings under which 
the articles are arranged, would also be useful. The longer notes, 
such as those to the articles relating to directors.and their qualifica- 
tion and remuneration, might also occasionally be conveniently 
rearranged and split up into separate sections. 

The ninth edition of Part III., relative to debentures, shews a 
much more considerable addition to its bulk—the pages having in- 
creased from 634 to 794. We find the recent decisions carefully 
inserted and the text revised. A few new forms have been added, 
and the Companies Act, 1900, is printed in the appendix. 





Prideaux’s Precedents, 


PRIDEAUX’S PRECEDENTS IN CONVEYANCING, WITH DISSERTATIONS 
on Irs Law AND Practice. NINETEENTH EpitTion. By Jonn 
WHITCOMBE and BenyaMIn LENNARD CHERRY, LL.B., Barristers- 
at-Law. In Two Votumzs. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 

We regret that this edition has not been earlier noticed, but a 
collection of precedents which has reached a nineteenth edition 
requires no testimony to its utility. We are bound, however, to 
point out the energetic efforts which bave been made towards 








increasing its value to the practitioner. The introductory disserta- 
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tions—which have always been an important feature of the work, 


and are, indeed, admirable treatises, hitting the happy medium 


between undue conciseness and undue voluminousness—have been 
carefully revised and brought up to date, and a considerable 
number of new precedents have been added. Thus, among 
other additions to agreements, we find an ingenious agreement for 
sale to a working man of a cottage in a town, the purchase-money 
to be paid by instalments spread over thirty years, with a special 
power to the vendor to repurchase in certain events. The precedents 
of purchase-deeds have been divided into six groups and have been 
increased in number from 170 to 184 ; and the precedents of mortgages 
have been similarly sub-divided. Everywhere, in fact, we find 
evidence of a neat and careful arrangement of matter which is some- 
what of a novelty in Prideaux. We do not think that the work was 
ever presented in better form than in this edition. 





The Law of Torts. 


THe Law or Torts. By J. F. CrerK and W. H. B. LinpsELt, 
Barristers-at-Law. FourTH Epirion. By Wyatt PAtnE, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


We are glad to see a new edition of this very useful work. The 
principles of the Law of Torts are carefully deduced from the 
authorities, and this branch of the law was covered by the authors 
in a masterly manner. The present edition, like the last, is the 
work of Mr. Wyatt Paine, and in addition to incorporating the effect 
of the recent decisions, he has transferred a considerable number of 
the longer footnotes to the text with a view to facilitating the use 
of the work. In the Index of Cases he has adopted the convenient 
plan of indicating the leading cases by heavy type; and that the 
work is essentially up to date is shewn by the large number of receat 
casts to which this prominence is given, such, for instwnce, as Cvlls 
v. Home and Colunial Stores (1904, A. C. 179), on interference with 
rights of light; Finchley Electric Lighting Co. v. Finchley Urban 
District Council (1903, 1 Ch. 437), on the carrying of electric wires 
over streets; McQuire v. Western Morning News (1903, 2 K. B. 100), 
on the limits of fair comment; and Oliver v. Bank of England (1903, 
A. C. 114), on liability for misrepresentation by an agent as to his 
authority. The subject of trespass to land includes a convenient 
summary of the effect of dispossession in starting the operation of the 
Statute of Limitations, and in particular the curious question as to 
the resulting title where a series of trespassers have been in possession 
during the statutory period is usefully discussed. The book deserves 
=~ position it has acquired as a standard authority on the Law of 

ort. 





Books of the Week. 


Principles of the Law of Contracts. By the late S. Martin LEAKE, 
Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. By A. E. RANDALL, Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Old Mr. Lovelace: A Sketch in Four Parts. By CHRISTIAN TEABLE. 
Smith, Elder, & Co. 


The Law of Distress for Poor Rates. 
Solicitor. James Sears & Sons. 


The Increase of the Episcopate. By C. E. A. BEDWELL. With an 
Introduction by Epcar Jacos, DD, Bishop of St. Albans. With 
Maps. Longmans, Green, & Co. 

The Law of Corporate Executors and Trustees. By Ernest KING 
ALLEN, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 

A Handy Guide to the Statute Law against Drunkenness in 
England, and to Procedure Thereunder. With Copious Notes. By 
SamveLt Freeman, Solicitor. (Copyright.) Butterworth & Co. ; 
Shaw & Sons. 


By J. Scorr DuckeErs, 





In a printed reply to Mr. Paul, who asked whether the Judge 
Advocate-General is a permanent member of the Civil Service; if 
so, who made him one, and by what authority; if not, whether 
he holds his office durante bene placito, or quamdiu se bene gesserit; 
with whom the power of dismissing him rests; whether, in the event 
of dismissal, he would have any claim for compensation; and, 
if so, against whom the claim would be enforced, Mr. Haldane states 
that the Judge Advocate-General was made a permanent member of 
the Civil Service by gazetting the office to Schedule B of the Order in 
Council of the 4th of June, 1870, on the authority of the Treasury. His 
appointment has been consticuted by letters patent, and the power of 
dismiseal, therefore, reste with his Majesty. According to the personal 
arrangement made with Mr. Milvain in August, 1905, he gave up the two 
appointments of the Temporal Chancellorship of the County Palatine of 
Durham and the Recordership of Bradford iu consideration of the assur- 
ance that, subject to continued efficiency, he should hold his office til) the 


April 7, 1900, - 


Correspondence. 


The Compensation Charge. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Can any of your readers enlighten me on the follow; 
point? A licence-holder who paid the compensation charge last year 
(1905) holds his premises on lease for twenty-one years from the Ist 
of January, 1897, determinable by either lessor or lessee on the Ist of 
January, 1907, or the 1st of January, 1911. 

Schedule II. to the Licensing Act, 1904, provides that persons 
whose unexpired terms do not exceed two, six, and fourteen yearg 
respectively may deduct 88 per cent , 65 per cent., and 29 per cent. of 
the charge respectively. 

Having regard to the power of the lessor to determine the lease, ag 
stated above, what deduction is the licence-holder entitled t» claim? 

April 3. E. G. W. 





The Land Transfer System. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,— Will you kindly allow me to correct a remark appearing in 
your issue of 24th ult., regarding my paper on ‘‘ Some Aspects of 
Registration of Title to Land.” You state that ‘the Institute of 
Actuaries has no connection with land, and except as regards the 
insurance scheme, has presumably no information enabling it to judge 
of the merits and demerits of the system”; but you appear to have 
overlooked the fact that actuaries as life assurance officials represent 
property owners and mortgagees of land to the extent of 119 millions, 
and in this way are much more substantially interested in registration 
of title than svlicitors who merely carry out dealings. 

I must acknowledge the compliment you pay me of assuming that 
the conclusions I have formed will be given effect to by Parliament. 
My recommendations are simply the result of a layman’s study of the 
present position of registration in the light of some years’ practical 
experience of mortgage investments, and I am not even aware how 
my recommendations are regarded by the registrar. 

J. R. Hart, F.LA. 
70, Lombard-street, London, E.C., April 5. 


[Our correspondent’s observations are somewhat wide of the mark. 
He cannot mean that the actuary of an assurance office selects, 
controls and manages the mortgage investments of the company; he 
does not deny that he has been in communication with some official 
at the Land Registry Office, and he misrepresents our remark last 
week, which was ‘‘we may take it that the Land Registry hope” to 
obtain the changes suggested by Mr. Hart.—Eb. S. J.] 





The Finance Act, 1894—Fixed Estate Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Can any of your readers favour us with their views upon the 
following point ? 
A testator legally mortgaged his freehold property for £620, and 
died leaving no other property than the mortgaged estate. 
The value of the property free from the mortgage is £1,060; 
deductiug the mortgage lefc the value of the property—that is, the 
equity of redemption—at £420, Treating £420 as the gross value of 
the estate passing on the testator’s death, we paid the tixed duty of 
fifty shillings under section 16 of the Finance Act, 1894. The Inland 
Revenue claim ad valorem duty on the £420, contending that £420 is 
not to be treated as the gross value of the estate of the testator. 
We contend that all that passed was an equity of redemption, 
and that the gross value thereof was £420, and that the equity of 
redemption is the only thing that could be sold in the open market 
(section 7 (5) of the Finance Act, 1894). 
We have also referred to the case of Harl Cowley v. The Com- 
missioners (1899, A, C. 198) as supporting our view, and particularly 
to the passage in the judgment of the Lord Chancellor, at p. 206, 
in which he states that the true description of what passed was the 
equity of redemption, and thut that was the thing which was liable 
to duty and no other. ; 
Are we right in our contention that ad valorem%uty . not mone 
10. 


It is understood, says the Times, that Mr. M. J. Muir Mackenzie, one of 
Official Referees of the Supreme Court, will be the chairman of the depart- 
mental committee about to be appointed by the Board of Trade to inquire 
into the working of the Bankrupwy Acts. Amongst his colleagues will 
probably be Mr. Barker, M.P., Mr. 8. Evans, K.C., M.P., Sir E. Fithian 
(secretary of the Associated Chambers of Commerce’, and Mr. Smith (ex- 





= seventy. Probably in the event of dismissal for any other cause 
inefliciency he would prefer a claim against the Treasury. 


Inspector-General in Bankruptcy). 
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Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Company Law—Directors’ Travelling Expenses.—Trustees who 
act in that capacity without remuneration are no doubt entitled to be 
reimbursed their travelling and other expenses properly incurred in 
relation to the trust. A paid trustee or paid agent is not so 
entitled in the absence of express contract. Nor is a director, 
who is paid so much a year as remuneration for his services, 
entitled, in the absence of express provision, to be reimbursed 
his travelling and hotel expenses incurred in relation to attend- 
ing board meetings. As the learned judge who decided this 
small point said, ‘ It is the chief part of the ordinary busimess of a 
director to attend board meetings. Directors, as a rule, do not reside 
at the registered office of the company where board meetings are 
usually held. The director lives where he pleases and suits his own 
convenience. He is paid a fixed sum for attending and advising with 
his co-directors. His expense in getting there is included in his salary.” 
Aud, as such attendance is in the ordinary course of the director’s 
duties, the ordinary indemnity article does not entitle him to be re- 
imbursed such expenses. If directors pass a resolution under such 
circumstances, this is ‘‘ voting a present . . to themselves, 
and is bad.” Merely voting in favour of such a resolution 
will not make a director liable to refund, but if he joins in the 
igning of a cheque for such expenses, which is met by the company's 
funds, then he is liable to refund the amount at the suit of the com- 
pany—Youne v. Navat, MILITary, AND Civil SERVICE Co- 
OPERATIVE SOCIETY OF SouTH AFRICA (Farwell, J., Feb. 21, 1905) 
(1905, 1 K. B. 687). 


Income Tax—Companies Having an Income not Exceeding 
£100 a Year.—In a case in England it has been held that a limited 
company registered under the Companies Acts is not entitled to 
exemption trom income tax because its income does not exceed £100 
a year. This is not because the company is not a ‘‘ person” within 
the meaning of the Income Tax Act, 1842, but because the case is 
within the exception to the exemption contained in section 163 of the 
Act. In Scotland, on the other hand, i: has been held that an unin- 
corporated sociéty—e.g., a political association, having an aggregate 
income of under £100, is exempt from the tax. This is probably to 
be a because such a society does not, as a rule, pay dividends, 
and therefore there is no person as against whom the tax may be 
charged or retained—in other words, this case is. not within the 
exception to the exemption.—MYLAM v. MARKET HARBOROUGH 
ADVERTISER Co. (Phillimore, J., Jan. 18, 1905) (1905, 1 K. B. 708); 
INLAND REVENUE v. OLD MARKLAND CONSERVATIVE ASSOCIATION 
(7 F, 119, 42 Sc. L. R. 121). 


Debentures—Charge on Ships—Imperilling the Security.—We 
have recently noted some cases in whi-h old principles applicable to 
mortgages of real estate have been acted on where debentures 
have been paid off and re-issued. In @” recent case some 
principles as to the effect of mortgages of ships have been 
applied where the persons entitled to the benefit of the mortgage 
were debenture-holders of a shipping company. The mortgagor of a 
ship, while he is in possession, can exercise the ordinary rights of an 
owner and does not ‘* undertake to employ the ship in any particular 
way, or indeed, to employ the ship so as to earn freight at all.’’ He 
“may allow the ship to lie tranquil in dock, or he may employ it in 
any part of the world, not in earning freight, but for the purpose of 
bringing home goods of his own or for his own benefit” : 
per Lord Cairns, L.C., in Keith v. Burrows (2 App. Cas. 636, 645). 
On the other hand, ‘‘ whenever a mortgagee can shew that the act 
of the mortgagor prejudices or injures his security, the mortgagee 
ceases to be bound by the parliamentary declaration” (in the 
Merchant Shipping Act) ‘‘ as to the ownership of the mortgagor, and 
can claim the full benefit of, and exercise, the right given to him by 
his mortgage”; the mortgagor’s contracts with regard to the ship, 
while he is in possession are only ‘‘ valid and effectual provided that 
his dealings do not materially impair the mortgagee’s security” : 
per Lord Westbury, L.C., in Collins v. Lamport (4 D. J. & 8 500, 504, 
505). In a recent case a steamship company had given registered 
mortgages on some of its steamers to the trustees of a trust deed to 
secure debentures, and while still in possession entered into a charter- 
party by which one of the ships was chartered to carry contraband 
of war to the port of a belligerent. The risk was obviously great, 
and the ship was not insured against such risk. It was held that 
the charter-party was not binding on the trustees. The judgments 
will be found to contain observations on ordinary clauses of a 
debenture trust-deed when considered in connection with such a 
transaction as # security on ships.—LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
Soorery v. Russian BANK FOR Pontes TRADE (0, A., March 31, 
1905) (1905, 1 K, B, 815). 





New Orders, &c. 


Summary Proceedings, England. 


RULE, DATED Marcu 20, 1906, MADE BY THE LORD CHANCELLOR 
IN SUBSTITUTION OF RULE No. 18 OF THE SUMMARY JURISDICTION 
RULEs, 1886. 


18. Application for Special Case. 


An application to a Court of Summary Jurisdiction under section 
33 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, to state a special case 
shall be made in writing and shall be left with the Clerk of the Court 
at any time within seven clear days from the date of the proceeding 
to be que-tioned, and there shall also be left with him a copy of such 
application for each of the Justices constituting such court which 
shail be duly forwarded by him to each of the said Justices. The case 
shall be stated within three calendar months after the date of the 
application and after the recognizance shall have been entered into. 

March 20, 1906. LorEBvaryn, C, 





Colonial Stock Act, 1900, 
(63 & 64 Vict. c. 62. 

Pursuant to section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice that the 
provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the 
under-mentioned Stock, registered or inscribed in the United 
Kingdom. 

Mauritius. 


34 per cent. Inscribed Stock (1930-1955). 

The restrictions mentioned in section 2, sub-section (2), of the 
‘Trustee Act, 1893,” apply to the above Stock (see ‘‘ Colonial stock 
Act, 1900,”’ s. 2). 

Treasury Chambers, Whitehall, March 26, 1906. 





Middlesex County Council Act, 1898. 
Removat or Summons AND Procerpines into THE Hier Court or Justice. 


Draft Rules have been prepared under section 36 (2) of the above Act. 
Copies may be obtained on application at the office of the said County 
Council, Guildhall, Westminster. 





High Court of Justice. 
EASTER VACATION, 1906. 
Norice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 

During the Easter Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the Honourable Mr. 
Justice A. ‘I’. Lawrence. 

Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence will act as Vacation Judge from Thursday, 
the 12th of April, to Monday, the 23rd of April, both days inclusive. 

His lordship will sit m King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, 
the 19th of April. On other days within the above period, applications in 
urgent matters may be made to his lordship by post or, if necessary, 
personally. 

In the case of applications to the judge by post the brief of counsel 
should be sent addressed to the judge by book-post or parcel, prepaid, 
accompanied by office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, 
and also by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of 
the order he may consider the applicant entisied to, aud also an envelope 
capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows: ‘‘ Chancery Official 
Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.”’ “ 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application at 
the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 





At the conclusion of the sitting of the Grimsby County Court on 
Monday, says the Zimes, Mr. Johu Barker, a solicitor and clerk of the 
peace for the borough, was leaving the town hall when a man, who had 
been in court, tired a revolver at him from behind. Policemen made a 
rush at the man, but before they could reach him he ehot himself in the 
forehead. Mr, Barker was not injured. The man was taken toa aaa 
and a cursory examination sho that the bullet had penetrated the 
and was still embedded there. He was removed to a hospital in a critical 
condition. He is a tailor named Swaby, who at one time carried on 
business in Grimsby. It was stated at the hospital that the ballet 
had been extracted, and that the man’s condition, though serious, 
was not hopeless. Mr. Barker said that, so faras he knew, Swaby had no 

ievance against him ; he had acted for him in one or two little matters, 

t the man certainly had no reasonable enmity against him. 
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Cases of the Week. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
BARRY v. SMART. Kekewich, J. 27th March. 


Intanp Revenvue—Hvussanp anp Wire—Dexrp or SzraARATION—ALIMONY— 
Income Tax —Huszann's Ricut to Depuct—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 
& 6 Vict. c. 35), s. 102. 


This adjourned summons was commenced by originating summons taken 
out by the plaintiff on the 8th of July, 1905, for the determination (ster 
alia) of the following question: whether income tax could be deducted by 
the plaintiff’s husband from the payments made by him to the plaintiff 
under a deed of separation dated the 24th of March, 1903? The 
defendants were the said husband and the trustees of the said deed 
of separation. On the 19th of July, 1900, the plaintiff presented 
a@ petition for the dissolution of her marriage with the defendant, 
her husband, and for the custody of the seven children, issue of the 
marriage. When this petition was in the paper for hearing, and 
was about to be heard, the plaintiff and the defendant, her husband, agreed 
upon a ideed of separation dated the 26th of November, 1901, whereby an 
arbitrator was. appointed, and it was (inéer alia) referred to him to decide 
what provision ought under the circumstances of the case to be made by 
the husband in respect of (a) the allowance to be paid by him to the plain- 
tiff, and for what period or periods, by way of alimony or maintenance; 
(5) the allowance to be paid by him to the plaintiff, and for what period or 
periods, for the maintenance, education, and support of the children of the 
marriage. After a long investigation the arbitrator made his award on the 
10th of October, 1902. By this award the husband was to pay the plain- 
tiff for her life by way of alimony or maintenance the sum of £450 per 
annum, payable quarterly im advance, in addition toa sum of £150 then 
already secured to her by an indenture dated the 12th of March, 1900, 
and he was also to pay to the plaintiff the sum of £40 per 
annum, payable quarterly in advance, in respect of each son until he should 
attain the age of twenty-one, and in respect of each daughter until she 
should attain the age of twenty-one or marry. Thedeed necessary to carry 
out the terms of this award was afterwards settled by the arbitrator and 
was executed on the 24th of March, 1903. The husband at first paid to the 
plaintiff the various sums mentioned above in full without making any 
deduction for income tax, but by a letter dated the 5th of October, 1904, 
one of the trustees intimated that the husband had decided that in future 
he would deduct income tax before making the payment of £450. There 
was some correspondence on the subject between the parties, and finally 
the plaintiff issued the summons as stated above. There was nothing 
to shew whether the arbitrator had intended that this payment 
should be made in full or whether he intended that income tax dead be 
deducted. For the plaintiff it was contended that it was the practice of 
the Divorce Court to estimate the net income of the husband after 
deducting income tax and other outgoings in order to arrive at the 
amount of alimony to be paid by the husband, and that the alimony is, 
therefore, payable in full: Frankfort v. Frankfort (4 Notes of Cases 280). 
For the husband it was urged that he was entitled to deduct income tax 
under section 102 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, and that this case was 
distinctly covered by Warren v. Warren (43 W. R. 490, 72 L. T. 628). 
Femberton v. Pemberton (2 Notes of Cases 17) was also cited. 

Kexewicu, J., in giving judgment, said that this case was directly 
covered by Warren v. Warren, In that case it was held that the payment 
was subject to the deduction of income tax. In Pemberton v. Pemberton it 
was also held that such a deduction must be made. In Frankfort v. Frank- 
Jort the point was gone into very fully, but under entirely different cir- 
cumstances, and that case did not apply here. This was a case of a con- 
tract under section 102 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, and did not depend 
on any practice of the court. The £450 per annum must theretore be 
paid less income tax, so far as the payments not yet made. The trustees, 
although they appeared separately, could only be allowed one set of costs 
as between party and party.—CotnseL, Stewart Smith, K.C., and Beddali ; 
P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and BE. Ford ; Cozens-Hardy ; Norman. Soxicrrors, 
Booth & Smee; Harcourt, Sons, & Rolt ; Cox & Lafone. 

[Reported by P. Jouw Botanp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
Re SMITH (DECEASED). SMITH v. DODSWORTH. 
30th March, 


Wu1—Ansnuitant—Tenant ror Lire anp RemarsperMAN—CApPITAL on 
Income—Cuanrces 1n Respecr oy Compensation Funp—Licensina Act, 


1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 23), s. 3, 


Originating summons. The testator, John Francis Smith, died on the 
11th of March, 1896, having by his will dated the 12th of March, 1892, 
appointed his wife, the plaintiff, Ann Smith, and the defendants, John 

vis Cook and John William Harrison, executors and trustees thereof, 
and made certain pecuniary and specific bequests, devised and bequeathed 
all the rest of his personal estate and ali his real estate to his trustees 
u trust to permit his wife during widowhood to have the enjoyment of 
his household effects and to occupy rent free his then present residence, 
and upon trust to pay her out of the income of his trust estate during 
her widowhood an annuity of £200 and to accumulate any balance 
of such income for the purpose of reducing the incumbrances 
on his real estate, but with full power to resort to such accumulations 
for the purpose of repairs or insurance or otherwise, incurred in connec- 
tion with his estate, or for making up the said annuity as his trustees 
should see fit. And upon the marriage again or death of his wife, upon 
trust as therein mentioned. The testator’s real estate consisted of several 


Swinfen Eady, J. 


April 7, 1906, - 


small freeholds, including three beerhouses with on-licences, situate gt 
Kingston-upon-Hull, let to different tenants at a total rent of £120 pg 
annum. In 1905 quarter sessions imposed charges towards the com. 
pensation fund, under section 3, sub-section 1, of the Licensing Act, 1904, 
in respect of the three beerhouses, the total amount of the charges being 
£23 8s, 4d., and the respective tenants thereupon deducted a proper propa. 
tion thereof from their rents, in pursuance of section 3, sub-section 3, of the 
above Act. The income of the trust estate not being sufficient to pay the 
widow’s annuity of £200, she issued this summons to have it determing 
whether the amounts so deducted from their rents by the respective lessee, 
of the said beerhouses on account of the said charges, ought to be 
and raised wholly or in part by and out of the capital of the said estate by 
way of exoneration of the income thereof. For the plaintiff it was con. 
tended that the widow, being entitled to the whole income of the estate, wag 
practically a tenant for life, and as such was entitled to be recouped outof 
the capital of the estate in respect of the whole or a proportionate part of 
the deductions made by the tenants from their rent, it being contended 
that the charge was in the nature of an insurance, or a payment made for 
the preservation of the property : Dent v. Dent (30 Beav. 363), Re Barney (43 
W. R. 105), and Re Farnham (1904, 2 Ch. 561). For the defendants it wag 
contended that no part of the deductions in respect of the charges under 
the above Act ought to be paid out of capital, that the case was not 
strictly between tenant for life and remainderman, and that the charge 
was not strictly in the nature of an insurance, and that the cases cited 
by the plaintiff were cases of permanent improvements to property: Re 
Crawley (28 Ch. D. 481). é : 
Swrvren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said that on the construction 
of the will all that the widow was entitled to was a yearly sum of £200 out of 
the income of the trust estate, and that the income having, by reason of 
the deductions made in respect of the charges under the above Act, 
become insufficient to pay her annuity, and the will containing no pro- 
vision as to augmenting the income, there was nothing, according to the 
language of the will, to throw avy part of the charge upon capital. The 
Act contained no provision throwing the charge upon capital, it rather 
contemplated that the charge would be borne by the persons entitled to 
the income, as it enacted by section 3, sub-section 2, that the charges 
should be levied and paid together with and as part of the duties on the 
corresponding excise licence. The charge was in the nature of an annual 
charge properly payable out of income, and bore no analogy to money paid 
by way of salvage. His lordship, after referring to the case of Re Crawley 
(supra), stated that he thought this was a case in which the Legislature 
had provided the way in which the charge was to be borne, and that there 
was nothing in the will, the statute, or general law that enabled the 
plaintiff to throw any portion of the annual charge upon the capital of 
the estate.—CounseL, Nash; Wallace Galbraith. Sowicrrors, Rollit, Sons, ¢ 
Burroughs, for Thompson, Cook, § Babington, Hull; H. Davey Turner. 


[Reported by P. W. Pzaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


VANSITTART v, CORDOBA AND ROSARIO RAILWAY CO, (LIM). 
Swinfen Eady, J. 16th March. 


Company—ARREARS OF PREFERENCE Divipenp Parp ny Issue or New 
SHares—SHares Rerarnep ro Meer Possrste Income Tax Ciars 60 
as 1¥ IssueD ORIGINALLY. 


Motion. In June, 1905, the Cordoba and Rosario Railway Co. (Limited) 
obtained an Act of Parliament authorizing an increase of capital for the 

urpose of providing for the payment of arrears of preference dividend, 
The Act provided that arrears of dividend on the existing preference stock 
amounting to £432,000 should be provided for by the issue of fully-paid 
second preference shares to that amount. It was provided by the Act 
that 432,000 shares of £1 each should “be allotted and issued to 
and accepted by the holders of the 6 per cent. preferred shares, 
part of the original capital of the company, rateably in proportion 
to the number of 6 per cent. preferred shares held by them respectively, 
in discharge of all claims in respect of arrears of dividend on the 6 per cent. 
preferred shares held by them respectively up to the 3lst of December, 
1903.” On the 1st of August, 1905, a resolution was accordingly passed 
that the 432,000 second preferred shares should be allotted to and amongst 
“the holders of the 6 per cent. preferred shares, part of the original 
capital of the company, whose names shall appear upon the registers of 
the company at the close of the business on the 4th of August rateably in 
proportion to the number of 6 per cent. preferred shares held by them 
respectively in discharge of all claims in respect of arrears of dividend, 
as provided by section 3 of the private Act above quoted. By a further 
resolution it was determined that out of the allotment so made “ there be 
deducted one-twentieth of such second preferred shares and that the same 
be held in reserve for the parece of satisfying any demand for income tax 
which may be sustained by the Inland Revenue authorities.’’ Accord- 
ingly, at the distribution of second preference shares, which took place in 
accordance with these resolutions in September, 1905, a circular was issued 
to the persons to whom shares were thus allotted, informing them of this 
deduction and its purpose. The claim for income tax by the Inland 
Revenue authorities was ultimately withdrawn, and the shares retained to 
meet this claim became distributable. But since the 4th of August, 1905, 
many of the 6 per cent. preference shares had changed hands, and & 
question had accordingly arisen, who were the persons to take these 
deducted shares? ‘The plaintiff in this action was a person who 
had, on the 4th of August, 1905, owned 6 per cent. preference 
shares with which he had since parted, and this was a motion for an 
injunction to restrain the defendant company until judgment or further 
order from issuing or delivering the new stock now in their hands other- 
wise than to ths persons who on the 4th of August, 1905, were the holders 
of the 6 per cent. preferred shares of the company or their legal 
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ves. In support of the motion it was argued that the resolu- 
egeonentatie of Auguat, 1905, effected an allotment of the whole of the 
i 000 shares, and that the further resolution did nothing except pro- 

Med retain the one-twentieth part of these shares. For a recent 

purchaser of 6 per cent. preference shares it was contended that the second 

tion was to be taken as cutting down the number by one-twentieth, 

and that these must now be issued to the persons who had bought the 
shares in respect of which they were payable. 

Swaren Eapy, J., in giving judgment, said that he could read the 
resolution of the ist of August in no other way than as an allotment of 
the whole 432,000 shares. ‘he second resolution was only a provision 

ing in reserve a part of the shares allotted. ‘The allotment of shares 
was authorized in regard to claims in respect of arrears of dividend 
of which it was a discharge. These claims were those of the persons upon 
the register of the company on the 4th of Angust, and the certificates for 
the shares now in question must be issued to the persons to whom those 
shares were in fact allotted—namely, the persons on the register of the 
y on the 4th of August, 1905. This judgment must, however, not 
betaken to decide any questions as between the various shareholders, for 
some of the 6 per cent. preference shares might have been sold with and 
sme without the right to this allotment, but it was a decision of the ques- 
tion as between the company and the shareholders only.—CounszL, Eve, 
K.C., and Felix Cassel ; Macnaghten, K.C., and O’ Hagan; H. E. Wright. 
Soucrtons, W. H. Paterson ; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. 
[Reported by C. H. Carpsen Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 









High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
GIEBLER v. MANNING. Div. Court. 2nd April. 


Loca GoverNMENT—Sanitary Inspector—Szizvure or Mxat—Prosecvu- 
mon InstrruteD BY InsrecToR Berorre Rerortine to Borovex Councri 
on CommitTEER—VaLipiry or Convicrion—Pusiic Heattx (Lonpon) 
Act, 1891, ss. 47 (2), 107 (3). 

Case stated by a metropolitan magistrate. A summons was taken out 
by the respondent Mannmg, a sanitary inspector, on behalf of the 
Fulham Borough Council, against the appellant, Frederick Giebler, 
under the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, s. 47 (2), for having 
on his premises 5lbs. of meat which was seized by the respondent 
as being unsound, and ordered by the magistrate to be destroyed. 
The respondent, before applying for the summons, did not report 
the facts to the borough council or any committee appointed by 
them, nor had he received any express authority by resolution or in 
writing, general or special, from the council, or any such committee, 
authorizing him to make complaints or take proceedings on their behalf. 
After the summons had been obtained the respondent informed the clerk 
to the council (who was a solicitor) and the latter from this point took the 
matter in his own hands and appeared for the council before the magistrate. 
On the hearing of the summons the point was taken on behalf the present 
appellant that by section 107 (3) of the Act of 1891 it was necessary that 
the inspector should report to his sanitary authority, and that they should 
authorize him to apply for a summons and act as prosecutor against the 
alleged offenders, and that in the circumstances stated the summons should 
be dismissed. The magistrate was of opinion that the reports required by 
section 107 (3) were confined to (4) nuisances discovered by the inspectors 
themselves under section 1 and other sections; (4) inquiries by them 
into complaints made by private individuals under,(amongst others) 
sections 3 and 21, and, as stated in evidence at the hearing, these two classes 
of reports were always made, and as a fact consequent process was always 
applied for by the council’s solicitor. ‘Che offence in the present case did 
not, in his opinion, fall within either class. Even if it did the language of 
section 107 (3), ‘subject to the direction of the sanitary authority or of a 
committee thereof,’’ was, in the magistrate’s opinion, capable at least of 
meaning such direction as it might choose to give, but however this might 
be, there was nothing in section 107 (3), oras regards committees in section 
99 (4), compelling the authority to give directions in any particular form 
or manner, and, if so, he thought that the course of business adopted by 
the council and committees might well justify the action of the respondent 
on an implied direction and authority or on ratification. The magistrate 

x gly convicted the appellant. 

Te Court (Lord Atversrong, O.J., and Dar.ine and Bray, JJ.) held, 
dismissing the appeal, that the respondent was entitled as a private 
individual to lay an information and take out a summons, and the fact 
that the sanitary authority was protected as regard costs was not sufficient 
to enable the court to say that these proceedings ought not to have been 
instituted by him.—Counsex, Clarke Hall; Danckwerts, K.C., and W. J. 
Jueves, Souicrrons, W. T. Ricketts; R. M. Prescott. 

[Reported by Exsxinz Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


BOWYER v, MORGAN. Div. Court, 2nd April. 


Cruuva, Law—Onveity 10 AnimaALs—Branpine SHerp—Measvure or 
Urrenck—Causinc Unnecessary Onvetty—CrvEtty To ANIMALS Acr, 
1849 (12 & 13 Vicr. c. 92), 8. 2, 


Case stated by justices for the county of Cardigan. An information was 
by the appellant under section 2 of the Cruelty to Animals Act, 1849, 
charging the respondent with cruelty illtreating a number of sheep and 
bs by branding them on the nose with a hot iron. The justices, by a 
majority, held that no offence had been committed under the statute on 
ound that ‘‘ branding ’’ was reasonably necessary for the purpose ot 
tification of sheep and lambs grazing in large numbers on unenclosed 
mountain lands,as neither earmarking or pitch-marking were effectual, 


and they accordingly dismissed the summons. Bowyer appealed. The 
appellant relied on Ford v. Wiley (23 Q. B. D. 203) and submitted that the 
magistrate had gone wrong in thinking branding, which undoubtedly caused 
great pain, was necessary because farmers merely sheep as being 
the way of marking them which gave the least trouble. For the respond- 
ent it was submitted that the justices had applied the proper principle of 
law to the facts found, and it being found as a fact that the practice was 
eR necessary this court could not interfere: Armstrong v. Mitchell 
(67 J. P. 329). 5 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Dartine and Bray, JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal, holding that, the justices having applied the right 
principle of law to the facts found, they had no jurisdiction to reverse their 
decision.—CovunseL, Abel Thomas, K.C., and Colam; Avory, K.C., and J. 
Lloyd Morgan. Souicrrors, 8. G. Polhill; Watkin § Pullen, for. Hugh 
Hughes, Aberystwith. 

[Reported by Easkixr Resp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


REX v. BADDELEY AND OTHER JUSTICES. Ex parte MOORE. 
Div. Court. 2nd April. 


Poor Law—Worknovse—Pavurer—Task Dirrerent From THatT Pre- 
SCRIBED IN Loca, GoveRNMENT Boarp Orpers—Regrvsat To ‘‘ Pounp’’ 
Srone—Vauipiry or Convicrion—Pavrer Inmates DiscnarcE Recvia- 
tion Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 108), s. 7(4) 


In this case one Moore had obtained a rule nisi for a certiorari directed 
to the Croydon justices to shew cause why a conviction should not be 
brought up to be quashed. Moore was an inmate of the Croydon Work- 
house, and was ordered by the labour master to “‘ pound ’’ 1 cwt. of stone. 
This he refused to do on the ground that the guardians had no power to 
set him such a task, as under the Local Government Board orders they 
could only order him to ‘‘break’’ stones of such size as the i 
having regard to the nature of the material bed. By the orders it 
was laid down that the minimum amount to be broken was 5 cwt., whereas 
the amount which Moore was told to ‘‘ pound”’ being only 1 cwt. clearly, 
it was submitted, shewed that the guardians were acting wlird vires. The 
justices held that the pauper ought to have carried out his allotted task, 
and they convicted him of refusing to do so and sent him to prison for 
four days. The rule was then obtained and now was argued for the 
pauper. No one appeared for the respondents. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Daring and Bray, JJ.) held 
that the guardians had exceeded their power and made the rule absolute. 
Conviction quashed.—CovunseL, Clarke Hall. Soxicrrors, Hellyars ¢ Co, 

[Reported by Easxixz Rep, Esy., Barrister-at-Law.] 


PLANC@ v. MARKS. Div. Court. 4th April. 


Moror—Sreepv Liwir—Evivence—‘‘ Orrnion ’?—Moror-car Act, 1903 
(3 Ep. 7, c. 36), s. 9 


Case stated by the justices of Buckinghamshire. Section 9 of the 
Motor-car Act, 1903, provides (inter alsa): ‘‘ A person shall not under any 
circumstances drive a motor-car in a public highway at a speed exceeding 
twenty miles perhour . . . buta m shall not be convicted under 
this provision for exceeding the limit of twenty miles merely on the 
opinion of one witness as to the rate of speed.’’ An information laid on 
the 14th of July, 1905, was preferred by George Marks, police inspector, 
against George Plancq, motor-car driver (the appellant), charging the 
appellant that he, on the 6th of July, 1905, on the Bath-road, Burnham, 
Bucks, unlawfully did drive a certain motor-car at a speed exceeding 
twenty miles per hour—to wit, twenty-eight miles per hour, contrary to 
the form of the statute. Upon the hearing of the information the 
following facts were proved in evidence: Police-sergeant Pearce 
proved that on the said 6th of July, 1905, he placed Police-constable 
Wright at a certain point on the said road, and he, : 
placed himself at another point on the same road at a measurable 
distance of a quarter of a mile from the point at which Wright was 
stationed ; that a motor-car the point at which Wright was 
stationed, and thereupon Wright signalled to him, that immediately such 
signal was made he started the second hand of his stop-watch and stopped 
the same when the car him; that the time taken to cover the said 
distance was shewn by the stop-watch to be thirty-one and two-fifths 
secouds ; that he (Pearce) thereupon signalled to Polive-constable Tew, 
who was stationed further along the said road, to stop the said motor-car, 
which he did; that he (Pearce) then took the name and address of the 
appellant, who was driving the said car, told him that he had covered the 
said distance of a quarter of a mile in thirty-one and two-fifths seconds, or 
at the rate of twenty-eight miles an hour, and warned him of this intended 
prosecution ; that the stop-watch used by Pearce was uced in court 
and not objected to. The appellant was convicted and this case stated. 
Counsel tor the appellant contended that the evidence was only the 
evidence of the opinion of one witness, and therefore the conviction was 
vad as contrary to section 9. The word “opinion’’ in fact meant 
‘* evidence ’’ aud a person could not therefore be convicted upon the evidence 
of one witness only. If another officer had been called to prove that in 
his opinion the speed exceeded the speed limit that would have been suifli- 
cient. It was the usual practice in this class of case to call two constables, 
each of whom had a stop-watch. The respondent was not represented. 

Tne Covrr (Lord Atvsrstons, C.J., and Bray, J.) dismissed the 


appeal. 

Lord A.verstonr, O0.J., said, in the course of his judgment, that he was 
clearly of opinion that there was no ground for the objection. He con- 
sidered the object of section 9 was to prevent persons being convicted on 
the mere opinion of one witness. In that case the police-constuble did not 





give an expression of opinion at all, but produced his stop-watch and gave 


é. 


or 

















7 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 7, 1 





_378 





evidence that when the car went by him the stop-watch marked thirty-one 
and two-fifth seconds from the time the other officer signalled. That was 
evidence of fact from which the magistrates might draw one conclusion or 
another, it was not evidence of opinion. 
Bray, J., concurred.—OovunseL, Woodcock. Sowtcrrors, Trinder, Capron, 
§ Co. 

[Reported by Maurice N. Davcguer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law 


RAYMOND REFFELL v. LILIAN MORTON. Div. Court. 4th April. 


Bastarpy Orper—Corroporative Evyipence — ‘‘ Matera, Particvtar”’ 
—Basrarpy Laws AMENDMENT Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 65), 8. 4. 


Case stated by the court of quarter sessions for West Sussex in respect 
toan appeal against a certain order made by certaia justices of the peace 
assembled at a petty sessions holden at Littichampton, on the 20th of 
March, 1905, whereby the appellant was adjudged to be the putative 
father of a male bastard child of which the respondent was delivered on 
the 8th of April, 1904, and was ordered to pay 4s. a week for the main- 
tenance and education of the said child thenceforth until the said child 
should attain the age of sixteen years or should die. The ground of 
appeal material for this report was, “‘ That the evidence of the respon- 
dent was not corroborated or was not sufficiently corroborated in some 
material particular by the evidence.’’ At the hearing the evidence 
material to the present decision was as follows: ‘Ihe respondent 
alleged that she was invited to the appellant’s house on the 8th of 
July, 1903, by the wife of the appellant, to take charge of her two 
children whilst the wife was at Ramsgate ; that on the 9th of July, 1903, 
she moved from the bedroom which she was occupying with the two 
children at the end of the passage to a bedroom known as the spare 
room, next to the appellant’s bedroom, and that she did this at the 
request of the appellant; permission had been previously given by the 
appellant’s wife to occupy the spare room if she chose; that on and after 
the 9th of July she went from this room to the appellant’s room, returning 
to her own room early in the morning. Evidence was given on behalf of 
the appellant that although the respondent did change from the first 
room occupied by her into the spare room, yet the two children continued 
to sleep with her in the spare room, a fact which was denied by the 
respondent. The court of quarter sessions dismissed the appeal, but 
stated the question for the opinion of this court, whether or not the 
evidence of the respondent was corroborated in some material particular by 
other evidence within the meaning of section 4 of the Bastardy Laws 
Amendment Act, 1872, which provides that: ‘‘If the evidence 
of the mother be corroborated in some material particular by 
other evidence to the satistaction of the said justices, they may adjudge 
the man to be the putative father of such bastard child.’”’ Counsel tor 
the appellant contended that there was no corroborative evidence required 
by the statute. The mere fact that the respondent changed from one 
room to a room next to the appellant was not such evidence. It was 
important to notice that, although that fact was corroborated, not even 
denied, there was no corroboration of the statement that she did so ‘‘ at 
the request”’ of the appellant; if there had been the justices would 
have been quite justified in making the order. There was no case which 
had decided what was not corroborative evidence, but all the leading cases 
which decided what was corroborative evidence—viz., Hodge v. Bennett 
(5 H. & N. 625), Lawrence v. Ingmire (20 L. T. 391), Harvey v. Anning (87 
L. T. 687), Cole v. Manning (2 Q. B. D. 611), Bessela v. Stern (20. P. D. 
265)— seemed to shew that the corroboration must be in respect to some 
act of the putative father. Counsel for the respondent argued that 
the change of the room was a material particular, and that material 
particular was corroborated. The statute did not require corroboration of 
the paternity of the child. The requirements of the statute were quite 
different from the corroborative evidence required in the case of a promise 
to marry, as was distinctly pointed out by Grove, J., at p. 267 of Bessela v. 
Stern ; in such a case there must be corroborative evidence of the promise 
to marry, but in the case of bastardy only of a material particular. 

Tux Covart (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Bray, J.) allowed the appeal. 

Lord A.versrone, C.J., in the course of his judgment, said that there 
was no corroboration of any material particular as required by the statute. 
He should have thought that to be ‘‘ material’’ the particular must have 
some relation to the conduct of the person charged—that is to say, to the 
alleged putative father, or some relation to the probability of his being the 
ather. 

Buar, J., in the course of his judgment, said he refrained from laying 
down a general principle, but in that case there was no corroborative 
evidence.—Covunser, Bozall, K.C., and Horton Smith; Avory, K.C., 
Frampton, and C. Bray. Sorsmitors, Goodman, Worthing; Skewes-Coz, 
Nash, & Co. 

[Reported by Mavuice N. Davoquer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


ASCROFT +. TREVOR (OTHERWISE FOLEY). 
21st March. 


JactitatTion of Manntacy—Restirvtion or ConsvucoaLt Riouts. 


Gorell Barnes, P, 


This was a petition of Thomas Henry Ascroft for jactitation of marriage. 


The petitioner sought for a decree orderiug the respondent, Elien ‘I'revor, 
née Foley, from alleging she was his lawful wife, and enjoining her to 
perpetual silence. The respondent, in her answer, pieaded that she was 


jawtully married to the petitioner on the 10th of December, 1901, under 
the name of Harry ‘Irevor, at Chorlton Registry Uffice, Manchester, and 
asked for a decree of restitution of conjugal rights. The question before 
the court wae whether the respondent was in fact married to the petitioner 


at Manchester on the 10th of December, 1901, and in answer to this 4 
petitioner sought to establish an alibi on the date of the alleged Tarrage 
The facts of the case, which were of a somewhat peculiar ch Ten 
briefly as follows: In September, 1900, the petitioner, whilgt 
with his sister, became acquainted with respondent, who was a cervan t 
the house, and an illicit relationship sprang up between the parties, anj 
on the 16th of June a child was born. At this time the petitioner ny 
frequently to visit the respondent at week-ends. The child was ! 
in the name of Ascroft, the respondent describing herself as Ellen sero, : 
formerly Fuley. In August, 1901, petitioner visited the respondentat Bigg. 
pool, where, it was alleged, he had promised her marriage. The Tespondent, 
at the alleged instigation of the petitioner, obtained a marriage Hicence, 
giving the petitioner’s name as Harry Trevor, with an address in London, 
On the 10th of December, 1901, the petitioner went through the ceremoy r 
marriage with the respondent at Manchester, and there was then a brig 
cohabitation. As to the marriage itself, the petitioner alleged that he wy 
at Bootle and Aintree at the time when the ceremony was supposed to hay 
taken place, and called evidence as to this. The respondent stated thy 
the petitioner had paid for her education, but this was denied by 
petitioner, who said he had simply paid her £1 per week for the keep ¢ 
herself and child. The actual signature in the register and the hanj. 
writing of the petitioner were relied on by the respondent, and th 
similarity between the words ‘‘ Harry”’ and ‘‘ worry ’’ in a letter, 
GoreEtt Barnes, P., on the facts given in evidence before him, came 
the conclusion that it would not be safe to trust to the alibi, inasmuch w, 
although the witnesses might believe they were speaking the truth, yet, if 
the times were slightly altered, the petitioner could have been in Map. 
chester at the hour it was alleged that the ceremony was performed, He 
came to the conclusion that the respondent had discharged the onns of 
proof, and that she had in fact gone through the ceremony of 
with the petitioner. He therefore dismissed the petition for jactitation of 
marriage, and allowed the respondent’s petition for restitution of conjugd 
rights with costs.—CounseL, Shee, K.C., Barnard, K.C., and Wills; 
Priestly, K.C., and Bayford. Soricrrors, Nordon § De Frece ; John Rider, 


[Reported by Gwynyz Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re MELLISON. Fz parte DAY. Bigham and Walton, JJ. 2nd April, 


Bankruptcy — Practice — DiscLaimeR —ADMINISTRATION OF Esrara o 
Decrasep InsoLvent—Banxkevrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. o, 52), 5, 
55; s. 125, sup-secrions 5 anp 6. 

Appeal by an underlessee from a deceased person whose estate was being 
administered under the provisions of section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, against an order made by the registrar of the county court at 
Brighton, giving the trustee in the administration leave to disclaim a lease 
from one Isaacs to the deceased. It was contended on behalf of the 
appellant that section 55 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which deals with 
disclaimer, was not applicable to administrations under section 125, By 
sub-section 6 of section 125, Part III. of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which 
includes section 55, is imported into administrations under section 125% 
far as it is applicable. It has, however, been held that administrations 
under section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, should be conducted # 
far as possible in the same way as administrations in the Chancery Division: 
Re Crowther, Ex parte Bliis (36 W. R. 189, 20 Q. B. D. 30). Disclaimer 
does not exist in administrations in Chancary, and it was therefore co 
tended that it should not apply to administrations under section 125. 

Tue Court (Bicuam and Watron, JJ.) dismissed the appeal and held 
that a trustee in an administration has the same right to disclaim onerous 
property as the trustees in an ordinary bankruptcy. The court furthe 
expressed its approval of the obiter dictum of Cave, J., to the same effect in 
Re Gould, Ex pute The Official Receiver (35 W. R. 569, 19 Q. B, D. 2). 
Leave to appeal was granted.—CounseL, Herbert Reed, K.C., and Hodga; 
E. E. Humphreys ; Edward Clayton. So.scrrors, R. W. Beckwith ; Cushman 
& Clifton ; Hyman Isaacs & Lewis. 


[Reported by P. M. France, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





County Courts, 


LONDON AND WESTMINSTER LOAN CO. v. CAMP. Bow. 26th March, 


Excessive Distayss —Sare sy Avcrion or Goops — LiaBuity 
Avcrionerr vor Conversion or Goops Soup ix Excess or Amoust 
Dve vor Rent. 


In this case C., the landlord, distrained upon certain furniture for £16, 
rent overdue. This furniture was subject to a bill of sale held by 
plaintiffs, and was valued therein at £34. After seizure it was taken toal 
auction room and there realized £29. The plaintiffs thereupon 
£34 damages for conversion against both landlord and auctioneer. 

Hogg, on behalf of the plaintiffs, submitted that there was n0 valid 
distress, and that the plaintiffs were entitled, therefore, to recover the 
whole £34, or in the alternative to judgment for the excess, some £18, 
against both defendants in either case. 

Robinson, for the landlord, admitted liability merely as to the excess. 

Merlin, for the auctioneer, contended that the auctioneer was not lable 
at all unless the distress was an absolutely illegal one, and therefore 4 
trespass ab initio ; if the landlord was only guilty of excessive distress, 
submitted that in such case a third party, such as an auctioneer, was 








liable in trespass; and in any event he was entitled to a full indemmlly 
against the landlord, 




























petitions 


| Was Tegistan i 
s Elle 


n Aseroft 
ndentat 
howe Black. 
Triage licen 
9 in Londen, 

€ Cere 
AS then att 
posed to hay 
nt Stated 
enied 
or the me 
id the hand. 
ent, and 
tter, * 
him, came tp 
inasmuch 
truth, yet i 
een in Map. 
formed, He 
the onus of 
of 
1 of conj 
ind Wills 
‘ohn Rider, 


ITY OF 
A MOUNT 


or £16, 
by the 
n toa 
laimed 

valid 


er the 
» £18, 


fore & 
a8, he 












THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





[Vol. 50.] 379. 








April 7) 1906. 
——e— 
His Honour Ju Suyty, K.C., held that both the landlord and the 
netioneer Were liable in respect of those goods which were sold after the 
amount due for the rent had been realized; but that the landlord was 
fable to indemnify the auctioneer for all damages and costs he might 
to pay on account of the proceedings, he, the landlord, having been 
sa) with a third-party notice by the auctioneer. 








Law Societies. 


The Selden Society. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual meeting of the Selden Society was held on Thursday, the 
ultimo, in the Common Room of the Law Society’s Hall, the Master of 
the Rolls (vice-president) taking the chair. The following were among 
present: Lord Lindley, Lord Justice Stirling, Mr. W. J. Renshaw, 
Sir F. Pollock, Messrs. Richard Pennington, C. E. H. Chadwyck- 
Healey, K.C., C.B., T. Cyprian Williams, E. R. 8. Skeels, W. E. Gillett, 
N. Chaplin, J. T. Atkinson, W. H. Gray, 8. P. Bucknill, G. E. Cockram, 
His Honour Judge Arthur O'Connor, R. W. Cracroft, F. K. Munton (hon. 
treasurer), and B. Fossett Lock (hon. secretary). 

The Master oF THE Rots said that owing to the absence of the Lord 
Chief Justice, who was unable to be present by reason of his public duties 
elsewhere, it had devolved upon him at very short notice to make the state- 
ment usually made by the chairman on these occasions. He hoped to be 
able to put before them reasons which would cement their allegiance if it 
did not stimulate them to further efforts on behalf of the society. The 
society had added to its store during the year the work which Professor 
Maitland had produced for them, consisting of the third volume of the Year 
Books of the reign of Edward I1.,thus nearly completing the third year of the 
reign. They had before, of course, the old edition of the Year Books by May- 
nard, Maynard had had to rely upon one MS. only, and that not by any means 
avery satisfactory one. Professor Maitland had been enabled to get hold 
of no less than thirteen different MSS.; such was his avidity for fresh 
materials that he was not yet satisfied, and he was convinced that there 
did exist yet one other MS., and inasmuch as it was not accessible, and 
possibly for other reasons, he deemed it the most important and desirable 

of all. He was making this statement deliberately in the hope that it 
might attain some publicity. Professor Maitland had satisfied himself 
of the existence of this MS. by reason of an allusion to it in Selden’s 
own writing, and he spoke of it in very laudatory terms, and it had 
one peculiar merit about it, judging from the allusions Selden made 
to it, that more than any of the others it brought into prominence 
the habit in those early days of relying upon the Roman law for 
illustrations, and he thought that in that way it might be very material in 
helping him to carry out the work which he had so well begun. It existed, 
as they knew, in Selden’s time, for he saw it and read it, and it was in the 

Inner Temple, but unfortunately it had disappeared from the Inner 

Temple ; nobody could explain when exactly, and it was thought that it 

might possibly have got put away in some private collection. They would 

notinguire too closely into how it found its way there, if it was there, 
from the Inner Temple Library. But it was just possible that either it or 
even other manuscripts of the same period might be found buried some- 
where in private collections, and that if public attention were drawn 
to the fact, Professor Maitland’s curiosity might be, he would not 
say satisfied, but appeased by the production of yet one more manu- 
script which would assist him in this wonderful effort which he was 
carrying out from year to year in editing this work. He had again 
furnished us with a preface which threw into a few pages the pith and 
substance of the lessons which were to be derived from the perusal of the 
cases, and he had illustrated it as usual with choice and pregnant 
suggestions based on the subject-matter of his treatise. There was one 
incident he had brought before us which he (the Master of the Rolls) 
certainly, being a member of the bench, had read with very much interest, 
because it did exhibit a radical alteration in the attitude of the period of 

Edward VII. compared with that of Edward II. He found that the 

then Chief Justice of the time of Edward 11., Chief Justice Berefford, when 

someone cited the Statute 2nd of Westminster, which laid the foundation 
for the action on the case, said, ‘‘ Blessed be he who made that statute. 

Make the writ and we will maintain it.’? Now, he (the Master of the Rolls) 

had been some years on the bench, and he had not yet heard any member 

of the bench invoke a benediction on any maker of statutes. He 
thought that in those days legislation by reference had not come into 

Vogue, nor had the Workmen’s Compensation Act been brought to 

birth. And he should wait with interest to see how the new legislation, a 

great deal of which was promised to us now, would be hailed when it 

reached the stage of inviting commentary from the bench. He had said 
that Professor Maitland had at present thirteen MSS. to deal with, and he 
wanted more ; but there was one result of that—namely, that whereas in 
the contemporary volume of Maynard they had in the first year of 
Edward II. no difference between the number of cases which were 
there reported as compared with those which Professor Maitland 
had been able to collect from his ampler materials, yet when they 
came to the second year they found the cases in Maynard 
126 and the cases in the Selden Society’s volume 150, And when 
they acfot to the third year they found in Maynard 119 and in 
the en Society’s book 184. The result of that was that with these 
ampler materials it would take a considerably larger number of volumes 
to cover the ground than was originally anticipated, and more volumes 
meant more expense or, at all events, meant an extension of the work for a 
much longer period, ‘Therefore it should be an additional incentive to the 


K.C., 





enthusiasm of the Selden Society and should procure still more generous 
contributions than it had hitherto received. And it was to be hoped that 
when these facts were brought before the public who read the papers the 
society would have a shower of subscriptions with a view to giving ampler 
means to enable Professor Maitland to continue editing these works and 
editing them with accelerated speed and with greater opportunity. That, of 
course, would be a very desirable thing if the series of Year Books 
was to be continued. Of course the society might think that 
they would do better to devote their energies elsewhere after they had had 
a certain number of volumes, but it would certainly be impossible to con- 
tinue them to the end unless the resources of the society were largely in- 
creased. He did not think he need refer in greater detail to the volume 
they had already had this year. He was sorry to say that, partly by reason 
of the fact that Professor Maitland was engaged on other work at the 
present time, the society would not be able to have any bonus volume this 
year. The work which Miss Bateson was engaged upon, the next volume 
on Borough Customs, was practically all m print, and the members would 
no doubt very soon be in possession of it. There was another important 
matter which he thought was peculiar to this particular year. They were 
holding their meeting in the spacious hall of the Law Soci-ty, and it was 
very significant to remark the gradual increase which there had been 
in subscribers to the society on the part of members of the Law 
Society. There were at the present moment 328 members, of whom 
150 were ordinary English members, 100 were foreign and colonial 
and American members, and there were nearly 70 libraries and societies in 
England and elsewhere. For several years after the starting of the society 
there were only two solicitors (a host in themselves, no doubt) who belonged 
to the society—the present treasurer and the brother of a very distinguished 
judge whom he saw near him at that moment. As he said, they were a 
host in themselves, but there were other advantages in having an actual 
numerical body because subscriptions were counted by heads and not by 
importance of person. And he was glad to say that, stimulated by their 
example, there had been a very considerable addition in late years by the 
addition of anumber of members from the great profession of the solicitors. 
There were now nearly forty solicitors, about one quarter of the English 
members, and during recent years the society had had twenty members of 
the Law Society's Council, ten of whom were presidents of the Law 
Society. The benefit conferred upon the society by the Law Society did not 
end there. They were indebted to them this year for three things. In 
the first place they had thrown open their hall to the society for their 
meeting for the first time ; secondly, they had conferred upon the society 
a very accomplished and distinguished vice-president in the shape of Mr. 
Pennington ; and thirdly, they had increased their subscription to £50. 
He was not prepared to appraise the relative merit of these three claims 
on the consideration of the members of the society, but he regarded the last 
as important. He thought he had said enough now to, he hoped, increase 
their interest and enlarge their subscriptionsif possible to the Selden Society, 
and he would end by proposing that the report and accounts be adopted, 
and that Mr. Richard Pennington be declared duly elected a vice-president 
of the society, and that the five members nominated by the council—Mr. 
Baildon, Mr. Justice Farwell, Sir Henry Maxwell Lyte, Sir Frederick 
— and Mr. Renshaw, K.C., be declared duly elected members of the 
council. 

Lord Lrxpiey seconded the motion. He said he believed he had 
attended, if not quite all of these general meetings, very nearly so, but 
that _—— was tinged with the painful reflection that probably he 
would not have the pleasure again. As they were aware, an accident had 
put him out of working power last year, and he had not recovered from 
it and was not likely to, and his ability to address them or 
pursue any kind of consecutive thought was a thing of the past. 
Still, he had enough energy, and he was certainly not wanting in good- 
will, to second the adoption of the report, and to add one or two observa- 
tions of his own in addition to those of the Master of the Rolls. The 
Selden Society was now, at all events, in a fairly prosperous condition. 
Time was when it was quite the reverse, when there were no funds, and 
nothing but life and energy amongst the few members of it left to 
resuscitate it. Those days were e, and the society had a balance-sheet 
which was satisfactory, and they subscriptions which were satisfactory, 
subject to one little qualification which he would mention presently. But, 
above all, he was very glad to see that the Law Society realized the import- 
ance of the work done by the Selden Society, and took sufficient 
interest in it to give it encouragement by increasing their subs«ription 
to £50. The society had had a fight before now in the various inns 
of court to get a subscription, but he hoped the danger of revoking 
those subscriptions had . He remembered the last time 
they had a little trouble use the society’s invested capital was 
large, and it was supposed that they were so well-off that they did not 
want any more subscriptions. But when one looked into it, and saw how 
that capital was really pledged, and what it could be used for, it would be 
seen that subscriptions were still not so numerous as could be desired. 
Looking through the accounts, he found that the incomings for last 
year did not pay the outgoings. There was a deficiency of £125, and if 
they com the balance with which the society started with that 
which they had at present, they would see that there was a diminution. 
What the society wanted was more subscriptions, These books, as 
might be seen from the accounts, cost from £300 to £500 each, and 
when they came to look at that and to consider the subscriptions and so 
on, they would find that the society’s capital would not produce many 
volumes unless the subscriptions were increased, The society's work was 
absolutely invaluable, and if they had done nothing more than the 
publication of those very valuable prefaces by Professor Maitland, 
would have done immense service to the students of legal history. 


Mr. F. K. Mvunron (hon, treasurer) observed that an ordinary subsori b * 
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desiring to have the back volumes, paid for them at the rate of one guinea 
each, but libraries paying permanent subscriptions had the advantage of 
getting all the back volumes at half-a-guinea each. 

Mr. PennincTon, in returning thanks, said that on the whole the report 
was very satisfactory and the accounts also as compared with some years 

. He was sorry that more members of the Law Society were not 
subscribers and that there were not more present, and he hoped that this 
was not the last occasion on which the society would meet at the Law 
Institution. He did not think the society was sufficiently known, and if 
the council could consider how best to make it and its objects known to 
the solicitor branch of the profession the subscribers might be very largely 
increased and the society might become one of the most useful and 
prominent institutions connected with the profession. 

The report having been adopted, 

Mr. Pennrxcton proposed a vote of thanks to Mr. Renshaw, K.C., for 
his services as vice-president during the last three years, to Professor 
Maitland, literary editor, to Mr. B. Fossett Lock, hon. secretary, to Mr. 
F. K. Munton, hon. treasurer, and to Mr. J. W. Clark and Mr. Hubert 
Hall, hon. auditors. 

Sir Freprrick Pottock, in seconding the motion, said that without Mr. 
Lock’s assiduous attention and unremitting work, the society would not 
exist at all, and without Professor Maitland’s devoted scholarship the 
society might exist but it would not exist well. By many authorities 
Professor Maitland was regarded as a historical author of the first rank. 

The motion was carried. 

Mr. Rensnaw, K.C., returned thanks, observing that the best service he 
had been able to render the society was when he asked Mr. Lock to be their 
secretary. Mr. Lock was the most serviceable officer in that respect they 
could possibly have secured. 

Votes of thanks to the Law Society for the use of the room and to the 
chairman brought the proceedings to a close. 





United Law Society. 


April 2—Mr. Neville Tebbutt in the chair.—Mr. 8. E. Cox-Sinclair 
moved, and Mr. A. H. Richardson seconded, the following resolution : 
““That this House would welcome the establishment of a system of 
conscription througout the United Kingdom.’’ Messrs. Jackson, 
Lampard, Bickmore, Bell, R. Haynes, T. Haynes, Horace J. Douglas, 
Menzies, and E. W. Godfrey spoke, and Mr. Cox-Sinclair replied. The 
motion was carried by nine to seven. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvupenrs’ Deratrxc Socrery.—March 28 (members of the 
Architectural Association were present).—Chairman, Mr. E. B, Ames.— 
The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That architectural drawings should be the 
property of the architect.’”’” Mr. W. Woodward, A.R.I.B.A., F.S.I., 
opened in the affirmative, Mr. W. Warmacott seconded in the affirma- 
tive; Mr. C. M. Knowles opened in the negative, Mr. Riddett seconded 
in the negative. The following members and visitors also spoke: Messrs. 
Daphne, Hart, Brodie, Pleadwell, Hamp, Rendall, and Waltram. The 
motion was carried by seven votes. 








Companies. 


The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society, Limited. 


The seventeenth annual general meeting of the above society was held 
on Thursday, the 29th ult., at 22, Chancery-lane, Mr. Richard Penning- 
ton, J.P., in the chair. The report stated that the turnover had increased 
from £43,811 in 1904 to £47,288 in 1905, and that the profit for the year 
was £3,218 11s. against £3,061 8s. 10d. in 1904. The chairman, in moving 
the adoption of the report, mentioned that a new branch had been opened 
in Westminster, and that but for the cost of the removal of the works 
from Cursitor-street to Norwich-street, Fetter-lane, the profits of the 
society would have largely exceeded those of the previous year. The 
directors recommended a dividend at the rate of 8 per cent. per annum, 
free of income tax, and a division of profits amongst customers of the 
society, whether shareholders or not, in accordance with the articles of 
associa’ 








The Attorney-General is suffering from a chill, and is confined to the 
house, but he is espected to be out again early next week. 

Mr. Justice Grantham brought into court on Tuesday, says the Daily 
Mail, in the King’s Bench Division four members of the Chinese 
Commission at present in this country. His lordship announced to the 
jury who were empanelled to try the cases on the list that the com- 
missioners had come to this country to learn something of our customs, 
and particularly our law. They had, therefore, come into the court to see 
the jury, the barristers, and how the work was done. Unfortunately, the 
chief commissioner, his lordship continued, found our climate too trying, 
and had been upset by the unwholesomeness of our atmosphere, especially 
the smoke, and was obliged to lie up. The judge then carefully explained 
to the Chinese gentlemen, who were accommodated on the bench, the case 
which he and the jury were going to try, and in the proceedings which 
followed the commissioners evinced great interest, 


—=—=>= 
Obituary. 
Sir A. Helder. 


We regret to announce the death of Sir Augustus Helder, of Whi 
solicitor, which occurred on Saturday last. He had been for some 
confined to his room, and at his advanced age—he was in his sevent 
ninth year at his death—he was unable to resist the attack of diseagg aud 
gradually sank. He was the son of the late Mr. George Helde at 
Gray’s-inn-square, solicitur, and was educated at Brampton and St, Op 
in France. He was articled to the late Mr. Richard Ormistead, of White. 
haven, and was admitted in 1849, settling at Whitehaven and a 
practice there during a long period, ultimately as a partner in the firm of 
Brockbank, Helder, & Co. But his energy led him into many cp; 
undertakings. He was a director of the St. Helens Colliery Co. and 
of the Wyndham Iron Ore Mining Co., and of the Graphic and othe 
companies. He was a Governor of St. Bees Grammar School andy 
director of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. He was elected MP 
for Whitehaven in 1885 in the Unionist interest, and ‘ With 
nearly a trebled majority, in 1900. In 1905 he received the honour of 
knighthood. His disposition was eminently kindly, and he was 
popular ooth at Whitehaven and in the House of Commons, At 
funeral all the shops in the town were closed, and along the route of th 
procession the footpaths were packed with people. The a 
included public men from all parts of the county, the Mayor and Tow 
Council of Whitehaven attending in state. 








Legal News. 


General. 


On the 30th ult. the Royal Assent was given by Commission to the 
following measures: The Army Annual Act and the Consolidated Fund 
(No. 1) Act. 


The Attorney-General will preside at the annual general meeting of the 
Bar, which will take place in the Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, on Tuesday 
afternoon, the Ist of May. 


On the 29th ult., in an action, before Mr. Justice Farwell, of Smithy, 
Smith, Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane gave evidence as to certain negotiations 
which occurred in a case in which he was counsel in the Divorce Court 
before he was raised to the bench. 


Lord Loreburn, who, by introducing his Criminal Appeal Bill, has shewn 
some regard for the interests of prisoners who are convicted, might now, 
says a writer in the Globe, devote his attention to a grave injustice from 
which a good many prisoners suffer before they are tried. ‘The criminal 
statistics for 1904, which have just been published, shew that 478 accused 
persons were kept in prison twelve weeks and more before they were 
brought to trial. It isa serious evil that the guilty should be punished 
so long before they are convicted; it is a public scandal—the late Mr, 
Justice Wright, who was not usumily given to the use of strong language, 
once called it ‘‘an outrage and a’ disgrace to the country” —that the inno- 
cent should be kept in prison over three months before it is ascertained 
that they do not deserve to be imprisoned at all. Of the 478 accused 
persons who remained in gaol twelve weeks and more before they were 
brought to trial, no fewer than sixty-nine were acquitted. The establish- 
ment of a Court of Criminal Appeal is advocated as # protection for the 
innocent. It will afford no protection to the innocent men and women 
who are imprisoned for several months before they are tried. [See, how- 
ever, the observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.’’] 


Sir H. B. Poland, writing to the Times on the Criminal Appeal Bill, says 
that ‘‘the part of the Bill which gives all prisoners convicted on indict 
ment a right of appeal, ‘free from any restriction,’ cannot be passed 
into law. Such a proposal as this has, I believe, never been 
made before, and perhaps you will allow me to say something 
on the subject. During 1904 there were 9,918 persons convicted in 
courts of assize and quarter sessions, of whom twenty-eight were senten 
to death, 970 to penal servitude, and 7,899 toimprisonment. If there is no 
restriction and a convict cannot be worse off by appealing, why should not 
every convict try his luck by bringing his case before the Court of Appeal? 
For this purpose all he has todo under the Bill is to ‘ give notice of appeal 
in such manner as may be directed by rules of court, within ten days of 
the date of conviction, or such further time as may at any time be allowed 
by the court—or the judge thereof.’ Is it not probable that there will be 
hundreds of appeals? ‘There are about 4,000 applications made annually 
to the Home Secretary from prisoners complaining of wrong convictions 
and harsh sentences, but I am not able to say how many of these were 
from prisoners convicted on indictment, to whom this Bill solely refers. It 
will be desirable to ascertain this.” 

A curious situation has, says the Daily Maif, arisen in connection with 
the arrangements for the opening ceremony of the new Central Criminal 
Court. The King has expressed a wish to open the new building on one 
Saturday in May, and an announcement to that effect was made at 4 
special meeting of the Court of Common Council, which was held in 
private, Jast Thursday. It was not anticipated, we understand, that his 
Majesty would choose so early a date, and consequently a difficulty has 
arisen, as the building is not yet completed. To temporarily complete it 
for his Majesty’s visit would involve a large sum of money which would 
come out of the ratepayers’ pocket. The contract with Messrs. Holloway 
\ Brothers provides for the completion of the work during Octobe 
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the work is so well forward that there is no doubt that 

; be ready by that time. In fact, Messrs. Holloway Brothers are 
a ahead of than behind their time with the work. The walls of the 
— are finished, but it is essential that they should be given some 
months to before the interior woodwork is put in. The wood is a 
specially chosen Norwegian one, and, if fitted while the walls are damp, 
oubtedly be damaged, although to what extent it is impossible 





his vent 
ft disease ang voll es contractors to estimate accurately. The difficulty, however, 


© Helder Wtiely to be settled shortly. His Majesty, we believe, was not, in full 
ind St, Ome, Be eanion of the facts of the case when he chose a Saturday in May for 
id, of White. fi the ceremony, but steps have or will be taken within the next few days to 
| ing  ¥ acquaint him with all the circumstances. 
2 the firm of On Monday last the Standing Committee of the House of Commons on 
ea trade met and discussed the clauses of the Land Tenure Bill. Clause 1, 
ic . uys the Times, proposes to repeal sub-section 1 of section 1 of-the 
oh op Itural Holdings Act, 1900, and to substitute for it the following: 
al tel ere a tenant has made on his holding any improvement comprised in 
ected LP the first schedule to this Act he shall, subject as in the Agricultural 
hy Holdings (England) Act, 1883 (in this Act referred to as ‘the principal 
‘oe luout ot HE ct), and in this Act mentioned, be entitled at the determination of his 


16 Wag 
ns, At pegs to 


sion to the 
ated Fund 


obtain from the landlord, as compensation under the said Acts 
the improvement, such sum as fairly represents the value of the 
improvement to an incoming tenant.’’ Mr. Courthope moved an amend- 
ment entitling the tenant to compensation ‘‘ on quitting his holding ’’ at 
the determination of the tenancy. The amendment was supported by Mr. 
Walter Long, and the words quoted were inserted in the clause. Sub- 
section 2 proposes to repeal sub-section 2 of section 2 of the Act of 1900, and 
to substitute for it the following : ‘‘ Any claim by atenant for compensation 
under the principal Act or this Act in respect of any improvement comprised 
in the first schedule to this Act, or any claim for indemnification by a land- 
Jord under any custom or contract of tenancy, shall not be made after the 
determination of thetenancy.’’ Colonel Kenyon-Slaney moved toinsert words 
extending the period for making a claim, whether of compensation or 
indemnification, to seven days after the determination of the tenancy, and 
this was agreed to. Colonel Kenyon-Slaney further moved to add at the 
end of the sub-section ‘‘ provided that nothing in this section shall inter- 


ting of the fere with the present rights of the landlord under the common law.”’ Mr. 
n Tuesday Walter Long supported the amendment, not in the interests of the land- 


lord, but of the tenant farmer. I[f the amendment were not accepted the 


























E Smith y, landlord in future would be compelled to turn out the tenant on the very 
-gOtiations day the tenancy determined, and also to add to his claim an imaginary 
orce Court sum, 80 that he should have something to lose. After some discussion, 
Sir E. Strachey (having consulted with Sir Thomas Elliott, the Permanent 
has shewn Secretary, and other officials of the Board of Agriculture who were present) 
ght now, stated that their view was that the whole of the sub-section was very 
tice from ambiguous, and that it would be better to withdraw it, and leave the 
, criminal present law as it was. The amendment was still under discussion when 
, : the committee adjourned. 
hey were 
oe = The Governor and Company of the Bank of England give notice that, by 
nguage, arrangements made with the Corporation of London, they are authorized 
he fae to receive applications for £1,250,000 of’ Corporation of London £3 per 
vertained Cent. Debenture Stock, 1927-1957. The price of issue fixed by the 
accund Corporation is £93 per cent. The first dividend, being a full six months’ 
ey were interest, will be payable on the 1st of September, 1906. Applications, 
tablish. which must be accompanied by a deposit of £5 per cent., will be received 
for the  *% the Chief Cashier's Office, Bank of England, Thréidneedle-street, 
wale London, E.C., on or before Tuesday, the 10th of April, 1906. 
6, how- 
ill, says To Execvrons.—Vatvations ror Pronate.—Messrs. Watherston & Son, 
indicb Jewellers, Goldsmiths, and Silversmiths to H.M. The King, 6, Vigo-street 
passed (leading from Regent-street to Burlington-gardens and Bond-street), 
» been London, W., Value, Purchase, or Arrange Collections of Plate or Jewels for 
rething Family Distribution, late of Pall Mall East, adjoining the National 
ted inp Callery.—[Apvr. 
tenced Fixep Ixcomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
re 18 no on a uew System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
ud ma sxed Incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
ppeal stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain figures 
ee Maple & Co, (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[Apvr. ] 
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a in Thame Y v0. “ = R. Leach W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
k. wmsseed Godfrey Theed Church R. Leach 
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te it Monday, April 9 Mr. Jackson Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington Mr. Theed 
(et = ee me 
ee Thursday... 12 = Pemberton ~«=—-— King of Beal Farmer 
’ The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 13th day of April, and terminate on 


Tuesday, the 17th day of April, 1906, both days inclusive, 





The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week. 


Messrs. Furser announce for sale the Harris Estate, situated mostly in the City of West- 
minster, within an area lying between ord-street and 
t and Charing Cross-road, with 


includes 
Leasehold Ground-rent, arising out of Premises held for the residue of a term of 
20,000 years. subject to a peppercorn and without lessee’s covenant or right of 
re-entry. The Second Portioa comprises subject to tenancies of various 
kinds. Descriptive pamphlets, with forms of application for the various editions of 
Auction particulars, are now ready, and may be obtained gratis and post- 


Result of Sales. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrrevp sold the following Properties at their Auction, held 
at the Mart, on Wednesday last :—Hoxton: Three Houses, known as Nos. 22, 
24, and 26, Ivy-street, let weekly, rental value £101 2s., for £650, Hackney: Freehold 
Ground-rents, amounting to £47 per annum, on situate in 8t Thomas’s- 
place and St. Thomas’s-square, rack-rents for £1,430. Swanley: Freehold 
Ground-rent of £25 per annum, secured on Wood “lane, for £610. Camden 
Town: old Investment, No. 222, High-street, let at £56 per annum, lease 23 years, 
at £6 ground-rent, for £530. 
Beversions aAnp Lire Po.icies. 


Messrs. H. E. Fostrr & Cranrieip held their Fortnightly Sale of the above-named 
Interests at the Mart on Thursday last, when the following Lots were Sold, the total 
amount realized being £10,195: 


ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS: £ 
To £1,594 14s. 3d. oe. ae: eo a eee ee . Sold 850 
To £666 13s. 4d..., ove eee eee ove ove ove ove ove ” 250 

POLICIES : 
For £4,000 ees ooo eee eos eos ooo eee oe ooo §=. gp-—s:s«i 880 
For £2,500 one pan on ove coo ooo eee oo oe 490 
For £5,000 os -. ws we eve one ons oe =p S83, 810 
For £500 ... ove ows pe oso eco me oe ~~ 95 
For £2,700 ° ° ” 675 
For £3,000 ame = » 1,805 
For £2,000 eas ove one oe — én i - | 7 
For £700... ... one! aps: te legeod clean = Sle died ae abe. > meee 300 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fnipay, March 30, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwtep in CHANCERY. 


Avyato-Mexican CoLonizaTion anp Trapixe Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
March 24, directed to be heard April 10. Flux & Co, Leadevhall st, for Siater & Co, 
Darlaston, solors for petners. Notice of a ing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 

ANTIFERMENTINE, LimiteD (1n LiquipatTion)—Creditors are required, on or before May 12, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Herbert Nelson, 7, King st, Cheapside : 

Asuwortu, Wuirtaker, & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before May 7, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Stansfield, 2a, Albert rd, Colne . 

“CampnitL” Sar Co, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before April 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Edwin 
eet 2, Molyneux pl, Old Church yard, Liverpool. Style & Co, Liverpool, solors for 
liquidator 

our Manuractrurine Co, Linitrp—Creditors are required, on on before May 14, to send 
their names and addresses, aud the particulars of their debts or claims, to ‘Frank Cc 
Harper, 27, Chancery In. Woosnam & Smith, Chancery In, solors for company ; 

CovoniaL Motor Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the ,articulars of their debts or claims, to C F Palmer, 68 to 
74, Palmerston House, Old Broad st 

EpvucaTionalL anv Commersciat Pus.isaixe Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented 
March 26. directed to be heard at Manchester, April 10 Needham, Manchester, solor 
for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of April 9 

New Century Taust, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 24, directed to 
be heard April 10. Courtenay & Co, Gracechurch st, solors for petne:s. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abuve-pamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
April 9 

wan Vatury Co, Liwirep - Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send their 
pames and addresses, to Joseph Paefield, 68 to 74, Palmerston House, Old Broad st 

Ricuarp Perry, Sox, & Co, Limrap (in Vo.tuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or befcre April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Wslcer Charlton, Waterloo st, Birmr 

Ricawonp (Wywxaav) GoLp Minine Co, Lamirep (1n Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors 
are required, on or before June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to John Leonard Matthews, Westcoign, “Maidenhead, Berks. 
Seaton & Co, Gray’s inn sq, solors for liquidator , 

Roger Baixtoy & Co, Lixrrep—Peta for winding up, presented March 27, directed to be 
heard April 10. Johnson & Co, King’s Bench solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
April 9 


Saitine Saie “Crarctasps” Co, Liuitrp—Creditors are required, on or before April 25, 
to send their names and addresses, and the purticulars of their debts or claims, to 
Walter Ewin Stacey, 2, Molyneux pl, Old Church yard, Liverpool. Style & Co, Liver- 
pool, solors for liquidator “ 

Santa Rusa Mrvinc Co, Lauren Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Nason Redman, 50, Lime st 

WELTEVaepEN Estate anv Goip Misixe Co, Limrrep (1x Liguipatriow)—Creditors are 
required, on or before May 14, to send their names and addresses, the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Mervyn Griffith Griffith, 8, Old Jewry _ 

Wesr Coast oy Arrica Synpicars, Liuirep —Creditors are F oaype bey or before May 11, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their or claims, to John 
Francis Fulton Macartaey, 14, Regent st Biundell-Gordon & Co, Serjeants’ inn, Fieet 
st, solors for liquidator é 4 ‘ 

Wo rss & Kessrut, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Rendall 
Gothard, 110, Cannon st 


London Gazetie.—Tvursvay, April 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep iy Cuancsry. 
H J Bareman, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 24, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Playster Steeds, 
11a, Abington st, Northampton 
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Mitts Acetyczvz Gas Exciverrixe Co, Limtrep —Creditors are required, on or before 
Mav 1, to send their nam-s and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Wiltiam Muls, 4, York st, Oxford st, Manchester. Khodes & Dent, Manchester, solors 
for liquidator ‘ _ 

Nive Gowprretps, Liwrtep Creditors are reauired, on or before April 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Andrew Binnie, 
58, Coleman st 2 

Pow ry Taomas & Co, Liuitrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 31, directed to be 

eard April 25. Smith & Co, London wall, for Colborne & Co, Newport, Mon, solors 
for petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon of Ap il 24 ; 

Wrisaree Broruens, Liatrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert William 
Freshwater, 48, Corn st, Bristol 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day oF CLarm. 


London Gazette,—Faipay, March 23. 


Ba.pwix, Jony, Wadhurst, Sussex, Engineer April20 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
Basiow, Mary Ann, Brya Eirias, Colwyn Bay April 26 Thistlethwaite, Manchester 
Baryes, Witu1aM Heyry, Eastbourne April 30 Mooring & Co, Poole, Dorset 
Baxter, Jaxz, Gloucester ter, Onslow gdus April30 Wansey & Co, Moorgate st 
Beatson, Aueustus, Buxton May 25 Eddowes & Sons, Derby 
Biore, Fanyy Carouine, Margate April14 Piunkett & Leader, St Paul’s churchyard 
Brovumpton, Jonny Uuuiort, Beeford, Yorks, Farmer May5 Laverack & Co, Hull 
Caws, Cecit1a, Cowes, lof W April2l Buckell & Drew, Newport. I of W 
Crapp, Henry Grouce, Goldbawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush April 30 Hales, Clifford's inn 
Covu.son, Henery, North Cave, Yorks May7 Pickering, Hull 
CuTHBErTson, Joun, Old Malton, Yorks, Farmer April7 Langborne, Malton, Yorks 
Davenpurt, James, Hey in Lees, Lanca April 30 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 
Davins, Evizapers Frances, Winchester May 1 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 
Durty, Astaur Ricnarp Sykes, Westwood, Scarborough Apr. 30 Bedwell, S:ar- 
bo: ough 
Exam, Heten Aveusta, South Hampstead April 20 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, 
Gray’s inn 
Fiexs, Ei: tex, Piymouth April 28 Kimbers & Boatman, Lombard st 
Fisner, Wittram Bywater, Hornsey, Musical Instrument Manufacturer April10 Bird 
& Bird, Gray’s inn 
Frercuer, Winitam Excocks, Blackheath, Staffs, Retail Brewer April6 Cooksey & Co, 
Old Hill, Staffs 
Ganyen, Anne, Northampton May1 Dennis & Faulkner, Northampton 
Geer, Joun Fox, Hayfield, Derby aAprii30 Walker New Mills 
Grorcr, Witt1am Evans, Newcastle Emlyn, Carmarthen, Solicitor April30 George & 
Sons, Newcastle Emlyn, 3 Wales 
—. Joux, Allensmore, Hereford, Farmer May 10 Humfrys & Symonds, 
erefurd 
Grist, Mary Any, Cheltenham April 24 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 
Gumpr«it, Gzorce, Uxbridge, Provision Merchant May5 Bird & Lovibond, Uxbridze 
Haut, James, Sheffield, Architect April16 Peace, Barker Pool, Sheffield 
Hauuett, Ricsarp Moorss, West Dowlish, Somerset, Farmer March 31 Baker & Duke, 
Ilminster, Somerset 
Haart, Samvue., Malmesbury, Jeweller April 26 Clark & Smith, Malmesbury, Wilts 
Hartiey, Aurrep, salford,Lancs, Engineer April 30 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 
Howarp. Ricuarp, Skerton, Lancs April 25 Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster 
Hutaue, Taomas, Wolstanton, Staffs April 30 Ellis, Burslem, Staffs 
Kenyon, Bensamin, Bank Quay, Warrington, Beerhouse Keeper April 3) Browne & 
Co, Warrington 
Lanerives, Saran Mary, Ramsgate April 30 Mercer & Whitehead, Ramsgate 
Lewis, Mary Anne, Handsworth April27 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
Lewis, aa Wa ker, Curzon st, Mayfair May 4 Armitage & Chapple, Bishopsgate st 
ithin 
McLayvssorovcn, Wittiam, Cheltenham, Civil Engineer April 25 Winterbotham & 
Co, Cheltenham 
Monpey, Eveanorn, Weymouth May 1 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 
Oxrtnorr, Beesnaxp, High st, Shadwell, Licensed Victualler May 12 Goldberg & Co, 
West s., Finxbury circus 
Owen, Davip. Llandudno April 25 Chamberlain & Johnson, Llandudno 
Paice, Robert Hervey, Plympton St Mary, Devon, Farmer April16 Jago, Plymouth 
sae Ex.iott, Dore, Derby, Licensed Victualler May 31 Porrett & Fawcett, 
ie! 
Payne, Witiiam Josern, Gt Russell st, Bloomsbury, Pianoforte Dealer April 30 Hands, 
incoln’s inn fields 
Raaa, Mary Ayn, Edgbaston, Warwick April21 Wood & Co, Birmingham 
Reyaup, Bensamix, West Dulwich April 28 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
Rice, Lucy, Teignmouth May2 Tozer & Dell, Teignmouth 
Roregrs, Evizasets Coz, Exeter April 20 Orchard & Son, Exeter 
Royr, Rosetta, Barmouth, Merioneth April 30 Pybus, Barmouth 
Suanks, Perer Martin, Elsworthy rd, Primrose Hill April 20 Janson & Co, College 
hill, Cannon st 
Suaw, Mary, Bury, Lancs May9 Howarth, Bury 
Sairn, — Ey Cuaries, Abersychan, Mon, Innkeeper May 2} Bythway & Son, Ponty- 


poo 

Spexce, Matitpa, Moss Side, Manchester April 23 Allen & Co 

Storrorp, Betty, Ashton under Lyne April 26 Cryer, Ashton under Lyne 

Surcuirre, Saran, Haworth, nr Keighley, Yorks April2l Jubb, Leeds 

Tayor, Jonn Epwarp, Kensington Palace gdns May 31 Janson & Co, College hill, 
Cannon st ‘ 

Tnomursox, Grorce Isaac Hupsoy, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Draper April 28 
Jones & Co, York st, Manchester 

Tnorntor, Betsy, Small Heath, Birmingham April 27 Johnson & Co. Birmingham 

Watt, Arnrnur, Deganwy, Carnarvon May5 Welsh & Sons, Manchester 

Waiterecce, Manian, Exeter April 30 Brembridge & Luke, Exeter 

Wiwpvie, Carnerine Ann, Ryde, lof W May1 May & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wise, Exizaveru, Upper Tooting April 24 Parry & Gibson, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Woopatt, Joux Woovarr, Queen’s mans, Victoria st April 30 Bedwell, Scarborough 

London Gazette.—Tursvay, March 27. 

Anmatace, Mary, Attercliffe, Sheffield May 5 Webster & Styring, Sheffield 

Arruve, Katz, Chichester April 30 Bew, West Pallant, Chichester 

Basiyeatz, Hexey Wititam, Crouch End, Wine Merchant April 30 Bilney, } 

Temple av 

Bassett, Euma, Loudoun rd, 8t John’s Wood May 3 Dunkerton & Son, Bedford row 

Brace, Evizasetnu, Brentford April 7 Garner & Sons, Hounslow 

Baoapsent, Joux, Bowdon, Chester April 27 Dendy & Paterson, Manchester 

Crank, Witiiam, Leyton May 22 Wilks, Abchurch ln 

Cov.sos, James, Stanningley, Leeds May 1 Wood, Leeds 

Cunsincuam, Percy Scupamore, Ealing April 26 Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford row 

Daruxotosx, Josxru, Upton by Chester, Chester, Farmer April 7 Brassey, Chester 

Fentox, Peaoy, Warton, nr Lytham, Lancs April2 Gaulter, Fleetwood 

Fow er, zo Fivoot, Norton, Malreward, Somerset May 1 Meade-King & Sons, 


Gonst, Many Exiza, Chester April30 Gamon & Co, Chester 
Hew err, Groncx, Belsize pk, Hampstead April24 Drake & Co, Rood In 














Hotianp, Emity Exiza, Brighton April30 Johnstone & Wiley, War 

LUKE —. a Tor W bd ry py tf ae of we St, Regent « 

MABMENT, JaME8, eltenham, Fishmonger ril 24 ifiths & f 
tenbam ” ” Waghone, Che. 

Mertca.re, Josrpa Proctor, Stanwix, Cumberland April 30 Errington, Carlisle 

Moon Henry, Bramham, Yorks May 19 Kay, York 

Moss, Jam«s Exnest, Ashton under Lyme April 28 Jones, Manchester 

Mvens, Wi.14M, Bolton Percy, Ainsty, Yorke, Farmer May 19 Kay, York 

Noarta, Wi.t1aM Heyaey, Leeds, Commercial Traveller May1 Bowling & Sons, Leeds 

Peacock, AtBert Louis, Lincoln, Su m April24 Danby & Epton, Lincoln 

Perey, Louisa Mania, Connaught rd, Stroud Green May 1 Beaumont & 0p Chan. 
aie 8 B Derby May8 Chubb & P 

Pertitt, Exviza Sizituta, Buxton, Derby y u ettitt, New ct, Li is 

Puevps, Georce Feeperick, Bristol april 21 Tuckett, Bristol » Lincoln's mn 

Powe, MarGaret, Samlesbury, Lancs May9 Yates & Co, Blackburn 

Powe tt, Ricsarp Mappern, Samlesbury, Lanes, Doctor May9 Yates & Co, Blackbur, 

Prayg, ArTuUR Pierre Caares Josern, Ixelles, Brussels April26 Blount & Co Alb. 
marie st, Piccadilly . 

SaveLt, Caries, Ledburn, Mentmore, Bucks, Innkeeper May 1 Newton & Caleott 
Leighton Buzzard 

Sawyer, Wiit14m, Croydon April 30 Mathews & Co, Cannon st 

Seawanrp, Wit11am, Compton ter, Highbury, Undertaker April 26 Bartlett, Ney 
Lincoln’s inn —- 

Se_may, ALFarD Sauvet, Barton Fields, Canterbui May1 Hubbard, 

Sa#ER.Lock, Coartes Murray, Manstleld, Notts ayl Larken & Co, Newak on Trent 

Sratker, JonaTuan, Carlisle, Jeweller April 30 Errington, Carlisle 

Stewart, Jessiz, Sydenham May4 Armstrong, Forest Hilt 

Syren, Rev Petree Josern, Eastbourne April27 Lewis, Eastbourne 

Tuornton, Louisa, Northampton April7 HJ & C Markham, Northampton 

Tivps.ey, Joun, Leigh, Lancs Apr.}20 Dootson, Leigh, Lancs 

Ty or, Louis, Redhil), Surrey May 15 Waterhouse & Co, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 

Urnqosart, Marcarret Henverson, Royal cres, Holland Park ay, Colour Manufacturer 
May7 Newlands & Newlands, Jarrow on Tyne 

WarveE.t, Mary, Shipton Thorpe, Yorks May 26 Robson, Pocklington 

Wi.varp, Joun Winterton, Bumingham, Lic-nsed Victualler April 30 Unett & Co, 
Birmingham 

Wirurams, Clana Mania, Bath April 30 Fox & Whittucks, Bath 

Wit.iams, Isaac, Bath, Solicitor April30 Fox & Whittucks, Bath 

Wicitmort, Francis, Sayer st, New Kent rd, Licensed Victualler May 1 Gadsien ¢ 
Treherne, Bedford row 

Witson, Wituiam, Parkgate, nr Rotherham, Yorks, Bus Proprietor April 28 Gichard, 

therham 

Woop, Grorce Henry, Leeds June1 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Woo.renpen, Evizasetu, Denton, Lancs — 20 Bostock, Hyde 

Waicutson, Ricnarp, Sutton on the Forest, Yorks, Farmer May 19 


London Gazette.—Farpay, March 30. 


Atnertos, Mary, Prestbury, Chester May 1 Daniel & Oldfield, Macclesfield 
BaxyarD, Marcaret, Newcastle upon Tyne April 25 Holmes, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Barter, STEPHEN, Wilton, Salisbury April 24 Ssow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, 


Queen st 

Someeee, ene Ann, Thorpe St Andrew, Norfolk May 1 Barnard & Crom, 

orwic 

Besemerss, JANE, Wolverhampton May1 Dent & Adams, Wolverhampton 

Buick, Joux, Dunchurch, Warwick April 30 Phipps, Northampton 

Bovuratu, Gzorce Squiee, Brighton April 3) Timbrell & Deighton, King William st, 
London bridge 

Bu._iock, MarGaret Pepiey, Macclesfield May 1 Daniel & Oldfield, Macclesfield 

Cuevens, CHartes Henry, Belsize rd, South Hampstead April 30 Davie & S00, 
Buckingham st, Strand 

Crcark, Wituiam, Leyton, Essex Refreshment Contractor May 22 Wilks, Abchurch ln 

Dorsin, WILLIAM CHARLES, Ealing May 21 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 

ETHERINGTON, ABRAHAM Bears, Leverington, Cambridge, Gardener April 30 Fraser & 
Fraser, Wisbech 

GawitH, Taomas Ratra, Bankend, nr Broughton in Furness, Lancs, Yeoman May1 

April18 Williams & Williams, 








Kay, York 


Butier & Son, Broughton in Furness 
Geaitoy, Jonn Gairrirus, Abergele, Denbigh, Farmer 
Rhyl 


y 
Grizrson, Giupert Frepeeiok WittiamM, Weybridge, Wine Merchant May 12 Davidson 
& Morriss, Queen Victoria st 
Grisne.L, Faeperick, New Bedford, Massachusetts, Engineer April 30 Whittington, 
Queen Anne’s chmbrs, Westminster 





Harrisos, James, Appleton, Roebuck, Yorks April 21 Cundall, York 
Heipemans, Mavuuice, Fenchurch st, Merchant April 30 Rose-Ianes & Co, Billiter sq 


gs 

Humpueis, James, Aberystwith, Cardigan May7 Davies, Aberystwyth 

Ixvinc, Susanna Franogs, Camden May 11 Ticehursts & C», Cheltenham 

Isaacs, ABRAHAM Levy, Alexandra rd, St John’s Wood April 23 Lincoln’s inn fields 
Jorvan, Fanny Amy, Streatham Miy15 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 

Kwyapron, Dinan, Malvern Link, Worcester April 830 Russell & Co, Malvern 

Lacey, Daviv, Woburn. Bucks. Farmer April 27 Parker & Son, High Wycombe 
Laws, Ann, Sunderland April30 Grunhut & Co, South Shieids 

Leecu, Wituiam, Kidderminster April 30 Ivens & Co, Kidderminster 

Leaae, Rev Avaustus Groree, Bramdean, Hants May 7 Coe & Co, Hart st, Bloomsbury 
Lovatr, Puozse Exizaseru, Macclesfield May1 Daniel & Oldfield, Macclesfield 
McCrea, Haruiet, Guernsey April30 Samuelson, Queen Victoria st 

Marcoso, Epwarp Marcos, Queen’s gdns, Bayswater May1 De Buriatte, Ely pl 
Moores, Hannau, Shanklin, lof W April2t Woolfenden, Denton, nr Manchester 
Mosgereut, WitL1AM, Heald Green, Stockport Etchells, Chester, Farmer April9 Smithé 


Brooks, Stockport 
Lancashire & Humphreys, 


Mureneap, Marcarert, 
Manchester 
O’Donerty, Cornetivs, Manchester May 11 Sale & Co, Marchester 
Ow ks, Atregp Jos, Trinity rd, Wandsworth Common, Inspecting Veterinary Surgeon 
i oodard & Co, Southend on Sea 
Par.iirs, Faeperick Hervey Baruvurst, Worthing April 30 Speacer & Co, Queen st 
Pirman, Aucustus Henay, Yelverton, Devon April23 Shelley & Johns, Plymouth 
Porrs, Francis Bare, Kessingland, Suffolk, Farmer Mavi Stanford, Halesworth 
Revnrase, Guanes Ferpinanp, Princes gate May 5 Whitfield & Harrison, Surrey st, 
Stran 
Sanpprook, WiLLIAM Francis Swixcuatr, Market Drayton April 10 Hawthorn, Market 
rayton 
Simpson, Hannan, Accrington May 1 Britcliffe, Accrington 
SowegsBy, E.tes, Buckingham May1 Smalls & Barker, Buckingham ead 
Swain, Ricaarp Tuomas, Addison cres, Kensington, April 26 Leonard & Pilditeh, 


Bishopsgate 
Tuomas, Davip, Upper Cwmelyn, Glyn, Brecon April 28 DW E & M F Thomas, Brecon 
Taonocoop, Jouy, Dag nham, Essex, Baker April 80 Spencer & Co, Queen st 
Tuorrs, Evizaseru, Winsford, Chester May3 Dixon, Winsford 
Torver, WiLuAM ALFRED Anprew, St Martin at Palace, Norwich, Bootmaker May % 
Emerson, Norwich 
Twiss, Sopma Many, Knutsford, Chester May 14 Ashworth & Inman, Manchester 
Vauprey, Aiice, Stalybridge April30 Simister, Stalybridge 
WapvixeTon, Mary, Dukinfield Chester April 28 Ho , Dukinfi2ld f 
Watpes, Samve. Joun, Hope Bower, Walham Green May 8 Parson & Co, Lime st 
Waxes, Haywan, South ‘dam May 25 Coode & Co, Bedford row 
Wa ter, Harrier, Sydenham April 28 wtree & Sons, Witham, Essex 
Wanp, Jonny, wisham, Butcher i 16 Pheasant, Duke st, Adelphi 
Wesstey, Gronce, t A Mariin & Martin, Reading 
Witiry, Rorat Gronaz, Ni » Draper April 26 Daynes, Norwich 


Prestwich, Lancs May i 
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April 7, 1906. 


London Gazette.—Torspay, April 3. 
Ashton under Lyne, Lancs April 30 Smith & Sons, Hyde 
sheffield, Draper Juve 1 Cleeg & Sons, sheffield 
ens a te 
. Davip, Dewsbury April 1 ne n, De 
_— May7 Edmunds & Rutherford. Gt Winchester st 


ARMITAGE, + omg 
iyson, RICHARD, 
= Manta, Kew Mayls O'R 


Boppy 
Bo.Tox 
Butt, Watrer Beary, 
Newport Pagnell 
Bou.o00c, Joun Lioyo, 
Bush, 2AMUEL, Croydon May 5 
}HARLES Davip WIxs0s, Shaftesbury av 


Fivrence, Bury 8t Edmund’s 


CoLLINGs, 


COLLINS, 
DanIzELs, 


Estes, THOMAS 
Hastings ‘ 
Fiera, Witttas, Leeds Denison, Leeds — 
Frencu, Emma Mary, Liverpool rd, Islington June 8 


New rd 
Funes, Axn, Ashford April 26 Hallett & Co, Ashford 
Hats, Antavr, Ealing, Baker April 25 Procter, Ealing 


h & Worth, 


Hits, Jane, Haverhill rd, Balham “ye Grover, Coleman st 
y2 ort! 


Hoyie, Many Jaxe, Rochdale Ma 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette.—Fripay, March 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banger, Henny, Frith Park, East Guiinstead, Builder 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Feb 26 Ord March 26 
BeprorD, Kxnest JouN, Gt Grimsby, Fishermen’s Outfitter 
Gt Grimsby Pet March 24 Ord March 24 
Brszant, Freperice, Chippenham, Wilts, Builder Bath 
Pet March 27 Ord Maca 27 
Boppy, WituiAm Artur, Scarborough, Builder Scar- 
borough Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Bown, Ggurcz Frank, Gillingham, Dorset, Innkeeper 
Yeovil Pet March 27 Ord March 37 
Coux, Witi1amM, Bumingham, Pipe Mount Manufacturer 
birmmghum Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Cousins, Fxank GeurGe, Norwich, Boot Dealer Norwich 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Cox, Cuar.as, Petersfield, Hants, Clothier Portsmouth 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
Dewniast, Ropert Howttnes, Bradford, General Smith 
Bradford Pet Maren v8 Ord March 28 
DeansFiELp, Joun Epwarp, Lees, nr Oldham, Lancaster, 
Butcher Oldham Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Farranp, Jonny, Birdwell, nr Barnsiey, Coal Miner Barns- 
: ley Pet March 26 O.d March 26 
Fautkner, Joun, Stretford, nr Manchester, Provender 
_ Merchant Manchester Pet Feb 10 Ord March 23 
Foo.z, Pup, Handsworth, Tailor Birmingham Pet 
March 27. Ord March 27 
Gooper, Herseat, Ravensthorpe, nr Dewsbury Dewsbury 
Pet March 27. Ord March 27 
Graves, Feepexick, Wimblington, Cambs, Farmer Peter- 
borough Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Gazex, Tuomas Mexuniott, Assiogton, nr Colchester, 
Wheelwnght Coichester Pet March26 Ord March 26 
Gist, Sera Lurwetyn, Enfield, Builaer Edmonton Pet 
March 3 Ora March v6 
Gwittiam, Tuomas, Shifnal, Salop, Boot Dealer Madeley 
Pet March 1 Ord March 28 
Hamuonp, Caruenine, Bitterne Park, Southampton 
Southampton Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
Hawens, ‘om Fryer, Dymock, Glos, Farmer Gloucester 
Pet Maich 24 Ord March 23 
Henpert, Eowarp Buasaiper, King’s Lynn, Piano Manu- 
facturer Kings Lynn Pet March 15 Ord March 26 
Huu, Eowarp arruvur, Bradford, Draper Bradford Pet 
March 26 Ord March 26 
Hit, Richarp Warrwet, Blackburn, Bootmaker Black- 
burn Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Jaccrrs, A.pext WiLLiam, Crofton Park, Builder Green- 
wich Pet March 16 Ord March 27 
JoLLy, Tuomas Henry, Stafford, Implement Agent 
Stafford Pet Feb 27 ' Ord March 26 
Krenz, ELkanor, Burton on Trent, Staffs, Photographer 
Burton on Trent Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Linpor, James, and ARTHUR Linpop, Buxton, Derby, 
Grocers Stockport Pet March 28 Ord March 28 
Mayuey, Jusepa, Atherton, Lancs, Joiner Bolton Pet 
March 27 Ord March 27 
Moneay, Tuomas GarriE_p, Pontypridd, Glam, Hairdresser 
__ Pontypridd Pet March 23 Ord March 26 
O'Loveniin, Joun ALoysivs, Higher Bioughton, nr Man- 
Gusee Seen Pet — 15 Ord March 27 
ANGE, GEFrearp, London wall, Company Promoter High 
Court Pet Feb 28 Ord March 3 : ~ 
Pearsatt, WALTER, Smethwick, Staffs, Cattle Salesman 
West Bromwich Pet March 13 Oid March 28 


Paiturs, Joux Tuomas, Wovlveshampton, Licensed 
nie Wolverhampton Pet h 27 Ord 


Pirroz, Joux, Pembroke Dock, Tailor Pembrok 
. . . e Dock 
P ket March 27 Ord March 27 
RICE, JOuN Gronee, Roherhithe New rd, Surrey, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Jan 29 Ord 


Swirn, Kpwarp F < 
aaa * eee Knaresborough York Pet 
Surrn, Wit.iAmM, Horsmondem, Kent Tunbridge Wells 
va Pet —- 23 Ord March 28 
UGHAN, JouN Witiiam, Colwyn, Carnarvon, Builder 
Vo Bangor Pet Maren 26 ‘Ord Murch 26 : 
ULLIAMY, Henry, Sutton Hestun, nr Hounslow, Builder 
Ww breuttora Pet March1 Ord March 27 
10KeR, Joux, brighton, Patent Register Till Agent Bir- 
Tus ma —_ Ord March 27 
» , West Didsbury, Manchester, Plumber Man- 
chester Pet March 23 Ord March 28 


Newport Pagnell, Bucks, Solicitor Mayi2 WB & WR 


Hanover st, Hanover sq May15 Fawcus & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Lander, Fairbridge rd, Upper Hi 
CAMMELL, ( May 15 
JosePH ALBERT, Exeter, Jobmaster, JP April 30 
Exeter 
Tuomas, Hawkhurst, Kent, Farmer April 30 Young & Co, Hastings 
Brnsamrn, Oldteld, Dunham Massey, Chester May 12 Higham, Manchester 


Dorr, James, Montford, Halifax, Chartered Accountant May5 Farrar, Halifax 
Harnis, Hastings, Licensed Victualler’ May 15 Davenport & Co, 


Dallimore & Son, Camberwell 


| 





| 


| Kay, A-Paep, 


Murray, ADeLalDe, Heaton 


Bull, 

| Harwards & Evers, 

semen ee Masor, 
ir 


olloway 
Watson & Co, Sheffield 
Battishill & Houlditch, 


Winchester s¢ 


Kingston on Thames 

| Ksowzes. Groner Tuomas, Rolleston, -_— Estate 
Laruam, WiL.L1aM ALBixa, Southville, Bris J 
Lez, Taumas, Holioway rd, Ladies’ Mantle Maker May 19 
Menyau, Purr. Bayswater May 15 Sugden & Harford 
Morais, Epuunp, Clifton, Notts, Farmer April 


Parrawer, Witiiam Epwakp, Kingswinford, Staffs, 
Stourbridge 
Ciifton, Bristol, Congregational Minister May 21 Glyde, 


istol 
Percivat, ReaivaLp, Wallasey, Chester, Merchant May7 Owen Li 


PickarbD, HEykY, Stratton, Cornwall, 
Reap, Tsropui.us, Steke Newington, Amusement Caterer 


>. ke 30 Potter, Derby 
P May 12 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 
Crone € Us; Sectnay es 
9 Kirby, Nowtingham 
pel, Lancs May 19 Ogden, Manchester 


Brick Manufacturer May 4 


Blatchford, Stratton, Cornwall 


Chemist May 19 
Aprii 3 Dyson & Co, Gt 


Reaan, Paraick, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Jam Manufactorer May 15 Smith, Liverpool 
ape Tammy Joun Marruzw Eaziss, Oldham, Licensed Victualler May 1 Sixsmith, 
Old 


ham 
Roorgr, Groner, Watford May1 Rooper 


Smirx, Annie, Reading May 1 ge 
| TurKIL1, Hen RY, East Bowling, Bradford May 3 Wriznt & Co, Bradford 


Veness, Grorce WILviam, Hastings, 


Victu: 
& Whately, L‘ncoln’s inn fields 
Gardiner & Son, Ux’ 


, Auctioneer May 15 Davenport & Co, Hastings 


Warts, Exiza, Stratford upon Avon ~~ ll — = Co, Stratford = Avon 


Wituiams, Henry Bennetr, West Ham, 
Woop, Louisa Couuerr, Radnor pl, Hyde Park May 1 
Charing Cross 








Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of March 23 : 

Locxwoop, L C, Queen Victoria st, Paper 
Court Pet March 2 Pet March 21 

FIRST MEETINGS. c 

Asnwortn, Rozeet, Littleburough, Lancs, Grocer April 7 

atll O , Byrom st, Manchester | 

Bamnezy, Lovis Cuar.es, Ringwood, Hants, Ocal Dealer | 

April 10 at 12.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 


Salisbury ¢ 
Banoer, Henry, Frith Park, East Guinstead, Bu‘lder 
April 9 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, ag & ; 
Buianp, James, Appleby, Westmorland, Builder April 10 
at12 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, win Furness 
Caress, James, Walsall, Gig Saddle Maker April 10 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Wolve hampton ‘ 

Cuarren, Dawizt, Thaxted, Essex, Woolstapler April 12 at 
12 BShirehall, Chelmsford - 

CHARLESWORTH. Jasux, Wolstanton, Builder April 9 at 12 | 

Ree, King st, Newcastle, Staffs | 

Co.ims, James Epwaxp, St Day, Gwennap, Cornwall, | 
Fruiterer April 9 at 12 Off Rec, wen st, 

Dewninst, Ropert Houiixes, Bradford, General Smith 
April ll at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Earnie, Wiii1am, Devereux ct, Strand April 10 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Firman, James, West Hartlepool, Draper's Agent April 9 | 
at 2.30 Grand Hotel, West Hartlepool 

Forp, Rosert Epwarp, Newcastle under Lyme, Staffs, 
Fruit Merchant April 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, 
Newcastle, Staffs é 

Forster, ALBert, Bury St Edmunds April 10 at 12.30 
off Re :, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Green, THomas Meariorr, Assington, nr Colchester, 
Wheelwright April 10 at 12.10 Off Rec, 36, Princes 


st, Ipswich 

Hamutiy, Harry, Heath Mills, Worplesdon, Surrey, Miiler 
April 9 at 12.80 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Hammonp, Carserine, Bitterne Park, Southampton 
April 10 at 3.15 Off Ree, idiand Bavk chmbrs, 
High st, Southam; 

Hanp.ey, W:Luram THomas, Lowestoft, Licensed Victualler 
April 7 at 1230 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Harcuer, WILLIAM, ingham, Suffolk, Beerhouse 
Ke-per April 10 at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

fitt, Epwanp Artaur, Bradford, Draper April 10 at 3 
Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Hout, Herrert, Mansfield, Notts, Timber Merchant April 
9'at 1215 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Houmpureys, Francis Grirrits, Shakespeare rd, Acton 
April 9 at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 





Jaaorr, E.tzapern, Northowram, Halifax, Grocer April 
llat3 Off Rec, Town Hall chmbrs, Halifax 
Jenkins, Morgan, Bri ,» Glam, Grocer April 9 at 12 
Jours. Pe Soe Seatert, Ingh Agent 
oiuty, Taomas Henry ‘01 plement nt Apri 
10 ut 12 Off Ree, King st, Newcastle, State. “a 


Jones, Davip Jonny, Caerau, nr a Glam, Collier 
April 10 at 10 117, 8t Mary st, Cardi 

Jones, Puri, Burry Port, Carmarthen, Tinplate Box | 
Manufacturer April7 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 


Carmarthen 

Jones, Ricuarp, Shelton, ye Staffs, Carter April 10 
at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

LayGton, ARTHUR Repay, Brentford, Builder's Merchant 
April 9at3 Off Rec, 14. Bedford row 

Leparp, Atrarp, Chalfont St Giles, Bucks, Baker April 7 


at 12 Off Rec, i, 8t Aldates, Oxford 

Miena.t, G H, West Hoatbly, Sussex, Builder April 11 at 
12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Moor, Curistopsee Hoarz, Mumbles, Glam, Clerk April 
lat 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Moorg, Wituiam ALFRED, Newcastle on Tyne, Furniture 
Deater April7 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 


on Tyne 

Morean, Tuomas GanFig_p, Pontypridd, Glam, Hairdresser 
19at3 135, High st. Merthyr fydfil 

Moss, Cuaxtes Epwarp Neuson, Anerley, Licensed 

Victualler April 10 at 11.30 182, York rd, Westminster 


Bndge 

O’ConnzLt, Toomas Southport, Lancs, Provision Merchant 
April 10at3 Off Rc. Byrom st, Manchester 

Oxu1s, Bertie Cyrit, Worcester, Plumber April 7 at 10.30 
45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Pacer, Wa.rer, Gt Grimsby April 7 at 11 Off Reo, St 
Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Parkinson. ALFaep, Newark on Trent, Notts, Outfitter 
April 9 at 11.15, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Not 

Ray, Wrut1am, Silt Fen, Denver Downham Market, Nor- 
folk, Farmer April 19 at 10.30 Court house, King’s 





| Wacker, Wittiam, Ashton under Lyne, Plumber 


| Gooprr. Heeserr, 


Stratfo: 
Fladgate & Co, Craig's ct, 


Rees, Davip, Glanamman, Carmarthen, Grocer April 9 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 5 


: wansea 
Agent High } Sui ae Epwarp Fasng.u, Knaresborough April 9 at 2.30 


tf Rec, Tne Red House, Duncombe pl, York _ 
Sranpuny, Cuagies Henry Symons, Plymouth, a= ona 
April 9 at1l1 Off Kec, 6, Ather eum ter, Plymo' 


at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man 

Warsoyx, Wit.1am, Southampton, Tailor April 10 at 2.30 

Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Baicent, Grorcr James, Haddenham, Bucks, Licensed 
Victualler Aylesbury Pet Kebx8 Ord March 27 
BavertuaL, Heyny, Barkstoue gdos, Earl's Court, Com- 

mission Agent High Court Pet Dec30 Ord March 26 
Beprorp, Exnest Joun, Gt Gri , Fishermen’s Outfitter 
7 Ge ag vod Pet —_ 24 Ord — a 

ASZANT, FREDERICK, ppenham, ilts, ilder Bath 

Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Bows, Grorcze Frayx. Giliingham, Dorset, Innkeeper 

Yeovil Pet March 27 Ord March 27 : 
Cuapmay, Davip, Withington, ter, Commission 

ent Mauchester Pet March 2 Ord March 28 
Cox, Cuaries, Petersfield, Hants, Clothier Portem: 

Pet March 26 Ord 26 
Cousixs, Fxank Gzorex, Norwich, Boot Dealer Norwich 

Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Dewarrst, Ropert HoLwiy Bradford, General Smith 

radford Pet March 28 Ord march 28 
DagansFigtp, Jonny Epwarp, Lees, nr Oldham, Butcher 

Oldbam Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

FauranD, Jouy, Birdwell, nr Barnsley, Coal Miner Barnsley 
Ord March 26 


Pet March 26 : 
Favixngr, Jony, Stretford, nr Manchester, Provender 
Merchant Manchester Pet Feb lu Ord March 28 
Foa.s, Puiie, Handsworth, Tailor Birmingham Pet 

March 27 ra 27 


March 
Ga.z, A.rreD Aveustus, Woking, Builder Guildford Pet 
Mach19 Ord March 25 
Groner, Epwarp SamurL, Weymouth, Restaurant Pro- 
prietor Doichester Pet March 3 Ord March 26 
Ravensthorpe, nr Dewsbury, Railway 
Servant Dewsbury Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Graves, Frepgsaick, Wimblington, Cambridge, Farmer 
Peterborough Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Green, Tuomas Mraatutt, Assington, nr Colchester, Wheel- 
wright Culchester Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
Hamuonp, Carserinve, Bitterne Park, Southampton 
a Southampton Pande a 
akrisox, Joun Duxe, Addison rd, Kensington High 
Court Pct Feb 20 Ord March 26 
Hawkins, Tom Fayer, Dymock, Glos, Farmer Gloucester 
Pet March 24 Ord March 28 . 
Hexpexsox, Wutiam Cuares, Loudoun rd, St John’s 
Commission Agent High Court Pet Feb 20 
Ord March 23 





| Hitz, Epwarp Aatsur, Bradford, Draper Bradford Pet 
March 26 Ord March 26 


Rionarp Wuitrwe.t, Blackburn, Bootmaker 
, burn Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Hueues, Wiiiiam, Wavertree, Liverpool, Builder Liver- 
Pet Jan 24 Ord reh 23 
Lixpor, James, and ArtTuur Lixpor, Buxton, Derby, 
Grocers, Stoc Pet March 28 Ord March 28 
Lana-Sius, Joun Henry, Colchester Colchester Pet Jan 
25 Ord March 27 
Mas.ey, Josern, Atherton, Lancs, Joiner Bolton Pet 
March 27 Ord Maren 27 
Mircusit, WiiitaM Jouy, The Ri y, Enfield, Market 
Gardener monton Pet March 20 Ord March 24 
Morcay, Tuomas Ganrrrecp, aereae. Hairdresser 
N a ag ll 4 Ren Solicitor High 
ICHOLS, FKED, Argyll st, ent st, i 
Court Pet March 15 Ord March 28 
Nicxexson, Eanest Anraur Loase, Aldershot, Lieutenant 
uildford Pet Nov 10 Ord March 13 
Beatie Cra, Wor.ester, Plumber Worcesster Pet 
veh 14 Ord March 


28 
Patmurprs, Joun Tuomas, beng vm Licensed 
Vietualier Wolverhampton Pet 2 Ord 


March 27 
Prerce, Joux, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Tailor Pem- 


Hit, 


G 
Out 


broke Dock Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
SueatTuers, Frank, Ni Confectioner North- 
am Pei March? Ord March 28 


Surra, Epwakep Faarneu, 
March 26 Ord March 26 
Suirn, Fxxpsaick, Southsea, Hants, Stationer Portsmouth 
Pet Feb 26 Oid March 23 
Srrvet, Isnazt, Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet March 
March 26 


8 Ord 

















384 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. April 7, 1906, 
Suneane — Wituiam, Colwyn, Carnaryon, Builder ee 
Bangor Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


eae Gazette.—Tusrspay, April 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Britcsris.tp, Mavaice, yo geet Builder Notting- 
ham Pet March 2% O 
Broox, Josepa Wiitt1am, Newsam Green, Yorks Leeds 
Pet March 28 Ord March 28 
Ciarge, BENJAMIN CAsrLEDINE, Acocks Green, Worcester, 
rocer birmingham Pet March 16 Ord March 29 
Crarke, JOnN Gave ER, “orseinon, Glam, Grocer Swansea 
et March 31 Ord March 31 
CockskILt, ArtHur, Kingston upon Hull, Dairyman 


Kingston upon Hull Pet March29 Ord March 29 
Cones & Co, J P, Fenchurch st High Court Pet Jan 30 
Ord March 7 


Coorer, Tuomas Epwarp, Shrewsbury, Cattle Dealer 
dhre March 31 


ee ee March 17 Ord 

Davey, Jous, EB d, nr Crowle, Lincs, Lapourer Shef- 
field Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Evans, Jou, Dolgelley, Merioneth, Grocer Aberystwyth 
+t March 29 Ord March 29 


Fry, Frank, wearnbold av, Streatham _. Builder Wands- 
worth Pet march 31 Ord March 3 

Gip.ey, Joan Couuron, Eastville, Bristol, Baker Bristol 
Pet March 17 Ord March 29 

Goupsmitu, Apix A.sert, Wimpole st. foe sq, 
Dentist High Cours Pet March 30 Ord 

Grant, H & W, Whit+friars st, Primers High Cour Court 9 et 
Dee 15 O1d March 30 

HagGeeaves, Waiter Epmvnp, Shelley, nr Huddersfield, 
Bleacher Huddersfikld Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Hupsox, James, Scotter, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln Pet 
March 51 Ord March 31 

Hucars, Henry, Denman st, am, Hay Merchant 
High Court Pet Apml2 Ord Apri 2 

Jacksox, Rousert Puitir, Downham Market, Norfolk, 
Dealer King’s Lynn Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Keay, Jony EpcGar, Wombourn Common, Staffs, Licensed 
Victualler W: olverhampton Pet March 39 Ord 
Maren 30 


Kise, Erszst Faev, Bournemouth, Cab Proprietor Poole 
Pet March 27 Ord March 29 

Kiso, \ Wiuiam, Aston, ame Hosier Birmingham 
Pet March 14 Ord Mare 

Kiscuam, Wi.t1aM Fuank, Church rd, Willesden, Builder’s 
Merchant High Court Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Lyte, ArTave Juuny Mowxizy, Ashford, Kent, Mineral 
Water Manulacturer Canterbury fet March 29 Ord 


Martruews, Heesert James, Shrew-bury, Insurance Agent 
Shrewsbury Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Mirsoy, Wiiiiam, Kast Looe, Cornwall, Boot Dealer 
Piymouth Pet March 31 Ord March 31 

My aca, F Gaztayp, Boscombe, Bournemuuth Poole Pet 
March 15 Ord March 29 

Pcures, Epwis Metcaure, Harrogate, Hosier York Pet 
March 30 Ord March 40 

Ricuagps, Ropeet Gevrce, "Christchurh rd, Streatham Gill, 
Livery Stable Keeper Wandsworh Pet March 29 
Ord March 29 

Ricwagepson, ALyzep, and Cuartes Daarzr TATTERSALL, 
Loughbo: ough, Lace Mercnants Leicester Pet March 
29 Ord March 29 

Riverr, Daxiz. Groncez, and Exxest Evwasp Rivett, 
G@ Yi Coal Hawkers Gt Yarmouth Pet 

Mareh 29 Ord March 29 

Russiss, CuaBies, Slimbridge, Glos, ~ +7 Victualler 
Gloucester Pet March 31 Ord March 3 

Sinrsox, Josera, Kast Morton, Bingley, Yorks, Foreman 
Quarry man Bradford Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Smiru, Attas Kiscaip, Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet 

March 29 Ord March 29 

Sovracats, Guvozce Tuomas, North Elmham, Norfolk, 
Farmer Norwich Vet March 31 Ord March 31 

Srecresmas, Mazxs,and Lazagvus Srecreemas, Gt Alie st, 
Whitechapel, Boot Manufactarers High Court Pet 
Feb7 Ord March 29 

Srerazxs, Witi1su K, Copthall ct High Court Pet 
March 8 Ord March 29 

Suzmevas, Agmexax Hanoutuyse, Manchester, Merchant 
Manchester Pet March 19 Ord March 30 

Vaveuass, Jauzs Maxzsuait, Knowle, Bristol, Electrical 

ol Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Wucox, Eowakv Marrix, Prince George rd, Stoke New- 
ington,Ckrk High Court Pet March 30 0 Ord March 20 

Wissait, Grorce — Hartlebury, Worcester, Farmer 
Kidderminster Pet March 27 Ord March 27 


Amended notices substituted for that pans in the 
London Gazette of March 27 
Gant, Atvezpy Epuvyp, Kennington Park rd, Bate 
Ci High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord March 23 
a Jauxs, Daleton High Court Pet Feb ae Ord 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 0 
Wirisass, Wittssan Eowix, Weat Didsbury, “TY 
Plumber Manchester Pet March 2 Ord March 


FIEST MEETINGS. 


Besater, Bicnaty Esexezez, Nightingale rd, Wood 
Green, Builder Aprilil at 12 Off Hee, 14, Bedtord 


row 
Beezast, Feepeeice, Chippenhsm, Builder April 11 at 
11.20 Off Bee, 26, amp Bristol 
Bopvry, Wisztam Avtuun, Bearborough, Builder April 12 
at4 Off Ket, 74, Newborough, Searboru 
Salas Pescr. Anti, tae gy Actor April 11 at 


11 Uff Ree, 25, , Victoria mt, Liv 
Bows, Gronoe Vusxx, Gillingham +g ee 
April 12 at1 Of "Bee, Cy chmbre, Catherine st 


Buoox, Joszru Wittisx, Newsem Green, Yurks April 12 
at 11 oe Bes, 22, Park row 
Conus, 3 P, & Co, Feachuich wt” Aprilizet1 Bankruptcy 


Caney 








MERRYWEATHERS’ - VALIANT” STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


Write for Illustrated Pamphlet No. 8290. 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO HM. THE KING. 


The ‘4 VALIANT”? is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c, 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 


Weight 63 cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TQ— 


Earl Fitzhardinge. E. W. Harcourt, Esq. 
Lord Gifford. Earl Scarborough. ” 
Lord Pirbright. Baron F. de Rothschild 
Sir Edward Malet (Monaco). | Hon. D. Waring. 
Sidney Harrison, , J.P. | Sir Phillip Egerton. 


Wilberforce Bryant, Eeq. | Miss A. de Rothschild. 
A. MacKenzie, Esq., &c,, &c. 











Subscribed Capital - 
(1) To the letting of Safes and Vaults. 


Moderate Ch 
No 


For further particulars apply to— 


To Soiicitors. 


THE NATIONAL SAFE DEPOSIT CO., LIMITED, 


1, QUEEN VICTORIA STREET, E.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1872. 


£198,000. 


Is limited by its Memorandum of Association— 
(2) To performing the office of Trustee or Executor. 


All Legal Work connected with Trusts or Executorships will be placed with the Solicitors introducing the same 


Absolute Security. 


Financial or Speculative Business undertaken. 
SAFES AND STRONG ROOMS FROM £1 is. A YEAR. 


A. E. ORAM, DirectoreManager. 





Coox, Witi14m, Birmingham, Pipe Mount Manufacturer 
April 12ati11 191, rporation st, Birmin 
Cousins, Feawx Gronce, Norwich Boot Dealer April 12 


at 1.20 Off Rec, 8, st, 
Cox, CHARLES, Petersfield, ita, Chthier April 19 at 3 
Off Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 


DRANSFIELD, Joux Epwagp, Lees, nr Oldham, Butcher 
April 12at11 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldbam 

Doss, Epwakp, Plymouth, ” Auctioneer Aprili2ati11 Off 

t ter, Plymouth 

FArgaxp, "Joux, Birdwell, nr Barn: Coal Miner April 
19 at 10.30 ‘Off Rec, 7 gent st 

Faree.s., WILLIAM Tar, "Lozells. Birmingham, Small Oak 
Worker April 11 at 12 191, Corporation st, Bir- 
ming 

Favucxsen, Joun, Stretford, ar . Provender Mer- 

t vee Se Off Rec, i Hyrses st, Manchester 

Ganpeetor, Feancis Joseru, Bheifield, shop Walker April 
llati12 Off Ree, Fi eld 

Gent, a= Epuoxp, Park rd, Rate Collecter 
April 12at11 Bansruptey 8, Carey st 

Gipiey, Joux Couttos, Baeeiiie tical Baker April 11 
at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Gisert, Joszru, and "Janus Sauspens, Tempest, 4 
Liverpool, Woolbrokers April 11 at 2.20 Off Rec, 35 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Gotpemits, Apix ALbext, Wimpole #t, — ov 
Dentist April 12 at 12° Bankruptey b 

Gooper, Hzzeent, Ravensthorpe, nr Dews' _ * aa 
Rervant April 11 at 10.30 Oft Ree, our chmben 

Corporation st, Dewsbury 
Guast, H & W, Whitefriars st, Printers April 11 at 2.30 


Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Gaiveis, CuaBLes ILLIAM, Reading, Veterinary Surgeon 
April 12 at 12 Queen’s Hotel, fi 


Gwissam, Tuomas, Shifnal, Salop, Dealer April is 
at 12.00 Off Ree, 22, Swan hill, Shrew: 

Hauken, Arvaep, Suuth Lowestoft, Coal t April 
11 at 12 Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yerd 

Hayoow, Haney Tvanzn, King’s Heath, tem Goat 
Reames April 11 at 11 191, Corporation st, 
m m 

Heeexer, Eowaap rye: King’s sige, Piano Manu. 
facturer April 12 Off Ree aig at, Norwich 

Jarva, Hasoip Oy om , Bac! 
Merchant April 11 at 11 Off Rec. ‘36, Victoria st, 
Liverpool j 











Kixouamu, Wii114m Feayx, Church rd, Willesden, Builder’s 
Merchant April 11 at i2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Laxton, Cuagies Fraeperick, Spalding, Lincs, Coal Mer- 
ehant April ll at11.45 White Hart Hotel, Spalding 

Maw .ey, Josevn, Atherton, Lancs, Joiner April ll at2 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Marraew 8, Henvert James, Shrewsbury, Insurance Agent 
April 18 at 11 Off Ree, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

O.iver, ALFRED Epwagp, Leigh on Sea, Essex, Butcher 
April 12 at 12 The Institute, Clarence rd, Southend on 


, Essex 
Onanae, Gerraagp, London ~—, Company Promoter 
April 11 at 11 gs, Carey st 
4 ee oe New rd, Surrey, 


Paice, Jonxn Geronas, 
Licensed Victualler April 11 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgr, 
Carey st 

Poutx, Eowrs M Mercatre, Harrogate, Hosier April 17 at 
2.30 Off The Red House, Duncombe pl, Yorks 

Begs, Wiscan 8 Theva Coachbuiider April 12 at 11.30 

Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Simpson, Jossru, East Morton, Bingley, Yorks, Foreman 

an ra April 12 at 3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel at, 
0; 

Surrn, Avan Kincarp, Hove, Sussex April 19 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

SrEcrERMAN, Manxs, and Lazarus Sreorsaman, Gt Alie 
st, Whitechapel, <4. + rca April 11 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Ca: 

Srzrnens, WrivusantK, Copal ot April 12 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey 

—— Issa, Swan-ea, Draper April 12 at 12 Off Rec, 


wansea © 

Tatr ERBALL, Guoxee, Sneinton, Notts, Caretaker April1l 
ati2 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Vanouan, Jauus "MausuaLt, Knowle, Bristol, Electrical 

Baginost April 11 at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


ris 

Warsow, Ousnies Auien, 8) ing. Rig = Builder April 
ll at 12.15 The White Hart Spalding 

Witiiames, Wititam Epwix, West D Didsbory, Mane’ chester, 
a April 11 at 2.80 Off Rec, Byrom st, 

r 
Winwat, rey Henny, Hartlebwy, Worcester, Farmer 
tt 2.15 Messrs Ivens, Morton, & Danks, 

Solicitors, ‘Kidderminster 

Wirt, Jou, and Tuomas Mann, Bracknell, Berks, Builders 
April 12’ at 12,90 Queen's Hotel, Reading 
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